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Subject:

The 1611 Holy Bible versus Unrighteous Men
“men, who hold the truth in unrighteousness” Romans 1:17

All who “Hold fast the form of sound words, which thou hast heard of me,
in faith and love which is in Christ Jesus” 2 Timothy 1:13

“till I come” Revelation 2:25

“Their poison 1S like the poison of a serpent” Psalm 58:4
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news.nationalgeographic.com/news/2007/12/photogalleries/biggest-cobra/

“They have sharpened their tongues like a serpent;
adders’ poison is under their lips. Selah”
Psalm 140:3

Therefore for any and all under the banner of
“My name is Legion: for we are many” Mark 5:9:


http://news.nationalgeographic.com/news/2007/12/photogalleries/biggest-cobra/

The 1611 Holy Bible versus Papal Puppet Paul Peters
Introduction

Bro. John Davis of www.timefortruth.co.uk/why-av-
only/ Time for Truth! received an email not long ago The fate of

puppets is

from a certain King James Bible-loathing and rabid pa- [
pist by the name of Paul Peters, hereafter referred to as  [Rissmcad
PPPP i.e. Papal Puppet Paul Peters. of a string..

PPPP’s objections to “the scripture of truth” Daniel
10:21 the 1611 Holy Bible have centred on:

e Incomplete, non-identical and supposedly spurious
manuscript sources for the 1611 Holy Bible

e The supposed superiority of Jerome’s Latin Vul-
gate to the 1611 Holy Bible

e The supposed error of the Reformation principle puppet-on-a-strina/view/all/
en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Sola_scriptura Sola scriptura
“by Scripture alone”

e Disputed texts in the 1611 Holy Bible.

Bro. Davis had some brief exchanges with PPPP to which this writer made some contributions at
Bro. Davis’ invitation. The correspondence will follow with some annotations by this writer.

stripgenerator.com/strip/638308/just-a-

The purpose of this study is to show yet again “the scripture of truth” Daniel 10:21 the 1611 Holy
Bible “like as a fire...and like a hammer that breaketh the rock in pieces” Jeremiah 23:29 “For
their rock is not as our Rock, even our enemies themselves being judges” Deuteronomy 32:31.

“That Rock was Christ” 1 Corinthians 10:4 of Whom David states “I will worship toward thy holy
temple, and praise thy name for thy lovingkindness and for thy truth: for thou hast magnified thy
word above all thy name” Psalm 138:2.

PPPP with his exaltation of Jerome’s Latin Vulgate has emphatically denied “That Rock was
Christ” 1 Corinthians 10:4 of Whom David testifies “for_thou hast magnified thy word above all
thy name” Psalm 138:2. Neither Jerome’s Vulgate nor PPPP has that testimony i.e. “their rock is
not as our Rock”:

“adorabo ad templum sanctum tuum, et confitebor nomini tuo: super misericordia tua et veritate
tua, quoniam magnificasti super omne, nomen sanctum tuum” Psalm 138:2 Jerome’s Latin Vulgate.

“I will worship toward thy holy temple, and praise thy name; For thy mercy, and for thy truth; for
thou hast magnified thy holy name ” Psalm 138:2 Jerome’s Latin Vulgate English Equivalent.

“Our Rock” therefore called “their rock”“Satan” Matthew 16:23 because Satan cut “thy ways”
from Psalm 91:11, Matthew 4:6, Luke 4:10 just like he did “thy word” from Psalm 138:2.

It is instructive that the expression “Your word” occurs in Psalm 138:2 in Jay P. Green’s Interlinear
Hebrew/English Old Testament but not in Brenton’s Septuagint, which is the fifth column of Ori-
gen’s Hexapla of which Benjamin Wilkinson states The Latin Vulgate, the Sinaiticus, the Vaticanus,
the Hexapla, Jerome, Eusebius, and Origen, are terms for ideas that are inseparable in the minds of
those who know. The type of Bible selected by Constantine has held the dominating influence at all
times in the history of the Catholic Church. This Bible was different from the Bible of the Walden-
ses, and, as a result of this difference, the Waldenses were the object of hatred and cruel persecu-
tion...


http://www.timefortruth.co.uk/why-av-only/
http://www.timefortruth.co.uk/why-av-only/
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Sola_scriptura
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See kjv.benabraham.com/html/chapter-2.html Our Authorized Bible Vindicated Chapter 2 The Bible
Adopted by Constantine and the Pure Bible of the Waldenses. The Pure Bible of the Waldenses is
still the object of hatred by Rome as PPPP reveals.

Likewise cruel persecution if Rome could get away with it.

Before setting out the exchange between PPPP and Bro. Davis together with this writer, it is instruc-
tive to review what a genuine Bible believer says about PPPP’s church i.e. “MYSTERY, BABYLON
THE GREAT, THE MOTHER OF HARLOTS AND ABOMINATIONS OF THE EARTH” Reve-
lation 17:5.

Grattan Guinness on Rome

Born in Dublin, Dr Grattan Guinness (1835-1910) was a great evangelist, author and Bible teacher,
who spoke for the genuine believers of his time. The Dublin Daily Express said this of a service he
held in 1858, aged 23. See en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Henry Grattan_Guinness:

“An enormous crowd pressed for admittance. Judges, members of Parliament, orators, Fellows of
College, lights of the various professions, the rank and fashion of the metropolis have been drawn
out. Among them the Lord Lieutenant, the Lord Chancellor and the Lord Justice of Appeal, etc.
Such a preacher is a great power, prepared and sent forth by God, and as such Mr. Guinness has
been hailed by all denominations.”

Dr Grattan Guinness had this to say about Rome. See:

whitehorsemedia.com/docs/ROMANISM_AND_THE_REFORMATION.pdf pp 68-69
www.mtc.org/inquis.html THE INQUISITION: A Study in Absolute Catholic Power, Arthur Maricle,
Ph.D.

“l see the great Apostasy, | see the desolation of Christendom, 1 see the smoking ruins, | see the
reign of monsters; | see those vice-gods, that Gregory VII, that Innocent 11, that Boniface VIII, that
Alexander VI, that Gregory XIlII, that Pius IX; | see their long succession, | hear their insufferable
blasphemies, | see their abominable lives; | see them worshipped by blinded generations, bestowing
hollow benedictions, bartering away worthless promises of heaven; | see their liveried slaves, their
shaven priests, their celibate confessors; | see the infamous confessional, the ruined women, the
murdered innocents; | hear the lying absolutions, the dying groans; I hear the cries of the victims; |
hear the anathemas, the curses, the thunders of the interdicts; | see the racks, the dungeons, the
stakes; | see that inhuman Inquisition, those fires of Smithfield, those butcheries of St. Bartholomew,
that Spanish Armada, those unspeakable dragonnades, that endless train of wars, that dreadful mul-
titude of massacres.

| see it all, and in the name of the ruin it has brought in the Church and in the world, in the name of
the truth it has denied, the temple it has defiled, the God it has blasphemed, the souls it has de-
stroyed; in the name of the millions it has deluded, the millions it has slaughtered, the millions it has
damned; with holy confessors, with noble reformers, with innumerable martyrs, with the saints of
ages, | denounce it as the masterpiece of Satan, as the body and soul and essence of antichrist. ”

Amen.

Thankfully “strong is the Lord God who judgeth her” Revelation 18:8. “And after these things 1
heard a great voice of much people in heaven, saying, Alleluia; Salvation, and glory, and honour,
and power, unto the Lord our God: For true and righteous are his judgments: for he hath judged
the great whore, which did corrupt the earth with her fornication, and hath avenged the blood of
his servants at her hand. And again they said, Alleluia. And her smoke rose up for ever and ev-
er” Revelation 19:1-3.

The content of the exchanges between PPPP and Bro. Davis and this writer follow as received with
this writer’s annotations in blue braces []. Extracts of PPPP’s diatribe inserted in this writer’s re-
marks are all shaded in yellow though on occasion as will be seen PPPP has used yellow shading
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himself. This writer’s annotations are in blue text with citations in green or green italic text unless
otherwise stated. No format changes have been made for cited works included in This Wrtier’s Re-
sponse, First Exchange and Second Exchange. Some additional material i.e. the texts of scripture
verses referenced and page numbers in blue in blue braces [].

It will be seen that PPPP has lauded James White as a ‘scholar.” He is not. PPPP has lied about
James White.

See www.avpublications.com/avnew/resources.html The James White Controversy Parts 1-7 that
counter James White’s unscholarly attacks on New Age Bible Versions and The Scholarship Only
Controversy by Dr Peter S. Ruckman. See also:

Appendix 1 - James White and the ‘King James Only Controversy’ so-called

Appendix 2 - The ‘Whitewash’ Conspiracy — re: The King James Only Controversy by James
White, Extract on White’s 7 ‘KJB Errors’

Appendix 3 - The Incompetence of James White

Appendix 4 - Critique of James White’s The King James Only Controversy

These further appendices are detailed comparisons of the true text of scripture that is the 1611 Holy
Bible against the Catholic depravations of Jerome’s Vulgate and its impure Greek sources that have
since been carried over into the modern versions either in their texts or footnotes.

Appendix 5 The Manuscript Dichotomy, Bro. Al Cuppett’s Vision Vindicated, Tables A5-1, 2,
3 with respect to:

The AV1611 versus Jerome’s A.D. 405 Latin Vulgate, 1582 JR Jesuit-Rheims NTs with exam-
ples of Rome’s aberrant manuscript sources for Jerome’s Vulgate and Rome’s alterations to and
omissions from scripture as observed in Jerome’s Vulgate to justify her heretical doctrines.

AV1611, Gothic Pre-350 A.D. versus Jerome’s 405 A.D. Vulgate with Old Latin Matches show-
ing that AV1611 readings against Jerome’s Vulgate are found in the pre-350 A.D. Gothic and Old
Latin sources that pre-date Jerome’s Vulgate.

Split Vulgate Mss. Matches for AV1611 versus Non-AV1611 showing that Jerome’s Vulgate tex-
tual sources are themselves self-contradictory and therefore Jerome’s Vulgate cannot in itself be a
pure preservation of “The words of the LORD” Psalm 12:6. Table A5-3 also shows that Old Latin
sources for the scriptures under consideration were also regrettably subject to Catholic degradation
but nevertheless yield pre-Jerome support for the AV1611 against the non-AV1611 Vulgate depar-
tures in ratio 2:3 where specific data are available.

Appendix 5 has been reproduced in The Manuscript Dichotomy www.timefortruth.co.uk/why-av-
only/version-comparison.php.

Appendix 6 Preface to the 1749-1752 Challoner’s Revision of the Douay-Rheims Version also
found on www.drbo.org/preface.htm 1989 Preface of The Douay Rheims Bible.

Appendix 7 - Seven Purifications of the Textus Receptus, the Received Text.
It will now be shown that PPPP has lied consistently in his major objections to the 1611 Holy Bible:
e Incomplete, non-identical and supposedly spurious manuscript sources for the 1611 Holy Bible
e The supposed superiority of Jerome’s Latin Vulgate to the 1611 Holy Bible

e The supposed error of the Reformation principle en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Sola_scriptura Sola
scriptura “by Scripture alone”

e Disputed texts in the 1611 Holy Bible.
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This work’s specific answers to PPPP’s diatribe against the 1611 Holy Bible and Bro. Davis have
been set out under the following main headings and subheadings for ease of reference. Some repeti-
tion will be observed in this work, largely because PPPP has repeated himself a lot insofar as “..The
dog is turned to his own vomit again; and the sow that was washed to her wallowing in the mire” 2
Peter 2:22.

First Exchange, April 26™ 2014 between Bro. Davis and PPPP only
First Exchange, This Writer’s Response

This response and the one by this writer that follows it effectively answer all of PPPP’s major objec-
tions to the 1611 Holy Bible with detailed evidence. Manuscript and ancient version sources for the
words “For thine is the Kingdom, and the power, and the glory, for ever. Amen” in Matthew 6:13
are listed, with supporting references.

PPPP has throughout his comments evaded all that evidence or simply dogmatically denied it as
though making bald ex cathedra declarations and finally resorted either to irrelevant citations from
other authors including Luther and Bois or mere ad hominem attacks, thereby epitomising “a foolish
man, which built his house upon the sand” Matthew 7:26.

PPPP does not understand Proverbs 8:13 “The fear of the LORD is to hate evil: pride, and arro-
gancy, and the evil way, and the froward mouth, do I hate.”

Second Exchange, April 26" 2014 between PPPP and Bro. Davis only

PPPP’s comments are a most striking study in evasion and disinformation e.g. his notion of James
White as a scholar.

Note that part of PPPP’s comments has been cribbed from the preface to Challoner’s Revision of the
Catholic Douay-Rheims. See Appendix 6 Preface to the 1749-1752 Challoner’s Revision of the
Douay-Rheims Version.

PPPP is very poor, indeed shoddy at original research and in his frustration lashes out with blatant ad
hominem attacks against Dr J. A. Moorman and Bro. Davis. He introduces in this exchange his
dogmatic denial of the words “and shalt be” in Revelation 16:5, the second of the only two scrip-
tures that he has been able to adduce in his denial of the 1611 Holy Bible. Matthew 6:13 — see above
— is the first. PPPP’s submission is very short on substance and exceedingly long on verbiage.

Second Exchange, April 27" 2014, This Writer’s Response

More details are given in response to PPPP’s main objections to the 1611 Holy Bible. It is shown
that PPPP has wilfully ignored manuscript evidence for Matthew 6:13 and displayed gross ignorance
about the history of Biblical texts and the scholarly criteria for distinguishing between true and false
readings i.e. with respect to “and shalt be” in Revelation 16:5 versus the spurious reading “O/The
Holy One” i.e. even the opponents of the 1611 Holy Bible aren’t agreed on their preferred reading.

PPPP’s notions about the supposed superiority of Jerome’s Vulgate are shown to be bogus. See re-
marks above about PPPP’s cribbing of the Preface to the 1749-1752 Challoner’s Revision of the
Douay-Rheims Version.

PPPP has also insisted that the Catholic Church is the final arbiter of what is or is not scripture ac-
cording to 1 Timothy 3:15. It is shown that PPPP has even wrested the Catholic versions in that re-
spect.

Third and Final Exchange, April 27" 2014, This Writer’s Response

Further consideration is given to PPPP’s wresting of 1 Timothy 3:15 even in the Catholic versions
and the nonsense Catholic and modern version reading of 1 Timothy 3:16 is highlighted by compari-
son with the correct reading “God was manifest in the flesh” in the 1611 Holy Bible.



Annotations to Exchanges and PPPP’s objections to “the scripture of truth” Daniel 10:21
First Exchange, April 26" 2014
Additional material to First Exchange, This Writer’s Response is listed below with respect to:

As indicated in the Introduction PPPP’s objections to “the scripture of truth” Daniel 10:21 the
1611 Holy Bible...:

e Incomplete, non-identical and supposedly spurious manuscript sources for the 1611 Holy Bible
e The supposed superiority of Jerome’s Latin Vulgate to the 1611 Holy Bible

e The supposed error of the Reformation principle Sola scriptura “by Scripture alone”
en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Sola_scriptura

e Disputed texts in the 1611 Holy Bible.

PPPP professes the satanic falsehood that salvation is only through the Catholic Church. Acts 4:10-
12 show that PPPP has lied about salvation. “Be it known unto you all, and to all the people of Is-
rael, that by the name of Jesus Christ of Nazareth, whom ye crucified, whom God raised from the
dead, even by him doth this man stand here before you whole. This is the stone which was set at
nought of you builders, which is become the head of the corner. Neither is there salvation in any
other: for there is none other name under heaven given among men, whereby we must be saved.”

The annotations to First Exchange, This Writer’s Response to PPPP’s objections to “the scripture
of truth” Daniel 10:21 the 1611 Holy Bible from First Exchange, April 26" 2014 follow in turn.

e Incomplete, non-identical and supposedly spurious manuscript sources for the 1611 Holy Bible
That objection is further answered by:

e Description of the satanic Catholic manuscripts e.g. Aleph and B, that underlie Catholic versions
such as Jerome’s Vulgate that PPPP idolises, the 1582 Jesuit Rheims New Testament and the
modern versions that stem therefore including the JB, NJB, NWTs, NIVs, NASVs etc.

e The Lord’s prerogative to edit His own work according to Jeremiah 36:32 “Then took Jeremiah
another roll, and gave it to Baruch the scribe, the son of Neriah; who wrote therein from the
mouth of Jeremiah all the words of the book which Jehoiakim king of Judah had burned in
the fire: and there were added besides unto them many like words”

e Extract from Laodicean Lenny is a Christian anarchist wise in his own conceit pp 4-6. The
following extract shows that the manuscript sources for the 1611 Holy Bible are not fragmen-
tary, contradictory or spurious as D. A. Carson and PPPP insinuate. The King James translators’
knowledge of their Biblical sources was far in advance of that of “the two tails of these smoking
firebrands” 1saiah 7:4 Carson and PPPP. See www.timefortruth.co.uk/why-av-only/why-the-
av-only-7434.php.

e Extract from www.timefortruth.co.uk/why-av-only/why-the-av-only-7434.php The 1611 Holy
Bible versus Bible Critic Jacob Prasch pp 43-44. Note that this extract expands upon the state-
ment under Second Exchange, April 271" 2014, This Writer’s Response pp also fails to un-
derstand that a late manuscript can and does embody an early text.

e www.timefortruth.co.uk/why-av-only/ ‘O Biblios’ — The Book pp 94-96, 97-99 with respect to
the ‘oldest and best’ and ‘weighed not counted’ speculations, Carson’s and PPPP’s hang-up
about non-identical manuscripts and their failure to appreciate the difference between actual
manuscripts and the continuity of the text to which they bear witness.



http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Sola_scriptura
http://www.timefortruth.co.uk/why-av-only/why-the-av-only-7434.php
http://www.timefortruth.co.uk/why-av-only/why-the-av-only-7434.php
http://www.timefortruth.co.uk/why-av-only/why-the-av-only-7434.php
http://www.timefortruth.co.uk/why-av-only/

7

Extract from www.timefortruth.co.uk/why-av-only/why-the-av-only-7434.php The 1611 Holy
Bible versus Rick Norris p 17 and Benjamin Wilkinson’s excellent diagram THE TWO PAR-
ALLEL STREAMS OF BIBLES showing the difference between the line of true Bibles and the
Catholic counterfeits.

‘O Biblios’ — The Book pp 30-34 www.timefortruth.co.uk/why-av-only/ showing Dean Burgon’s
vindication of the Traditional Text of the 1611 Holy Bible in his definitive work The Revision
Revised against the Catholic-based modern versions that critics have not answered to this day
i.e. 130+ years later.

The 1611 Holy Bible versus Bible Critic Jacob Prasch p 61 www.timefortruth.co.uk/why-av-
only/why-the-av-only-7434.php with respect to monkish tampering with Greek manuscripts the
text of which is usually supportive of the AV1611.

Concerning Greek Orthodox manuscript monkish tampering — not creating as PPPP dogmatical-
ly asserts - ...Hazardous Materials pp 732, 738-739, [1095-1097]...that Greek sources are not in
any way the sole arbiter of the words of scripture and that though “7he manuscript store of over
5000 Greek manuscripts produced by the Greek Orthodox church and its predecessors does, in
the main, match the King James Bible exactly... “God knew that any one nation group could not
be trusted with the charge of preserving the New Testament scriptures...The charge of keeping
the scriptures was given to this new priesthood of believers as a whole, to “every nation under
heaven” (Acts 2). (See chapter, “The Scripture to All Nations” for a continuation of this top-

ic)”
Hazardous Materials pp 1095-1097 on The Acts 2 “Scriptures in tongues,” as Wycliffe called
them...created directly by the Holy Ghost and were not man-made translations from ‘the’ Greek.

www.bible-researcher.com/ervhistory.html The Present Revision Movement, Origin, Taken from
Isaac H. Hall, ed., The Revised New Testament and History of Revision on the instigation of the
Revised Version.

..this fuller statement from Wilkinson from Our Authorized Bible Vindicated Chapter 10
kjv.benabraham.com/html/chapter-10.html that describes the public hostility to displacement of
the 1611 Holy Bible by the Catholic-based Revised Version based on scant and defiled sources
and the subversiveness and poor scholarship of the RV translating committee. One member was
Dr W. F. Moulton a devotee of the Vulgate.

The supposed superiority of Jerome’s Latin Vulgate to the 1611 Holy Bible

That objection is further answered by:

www.timefortruth.co.uk/why-av-only/ ‘O Biblios’ — The Book pp 94-96 with respect to the ‘old-
est and best’ and ‘weighed not counted’ speculations on the cross-contamination of Vulgate
sources.

Extract from www.timefortruth.co.uk/why-av-only/why-the-av-only-7434.php The 1611 Holy
Bible versus Bible Critic Jacob Prasch pp 163-164. Gail Riplinger’s analyses citing The Trans-
lators to the Reader www.jesus-is-lord.com/pref1611.htm explodes the false notions that PPPP
has about Jerome’s Vulgate. The King James translators expressed their contempt for Jerome’s
Vulgate with reference to the manifold and major differences between successive editions com-
manded by successive and supposedly infallible popes. This work includes several extracts
from The Translators to the Reader www.jesus-is-lord.com/pref1611.htm.



http://www.timefortruth.co.uk/why-av-only/why-the-av-only-7434.php
http://www.timefortruth.co.uk/why-av-only/
http://www.timefortruth.co.uk/why-av-only/why-the-av-only-7434.php
http://www.timefortruth.co.uk/why-av-only/why-the-av-only-7434.php
http://www.bible-researcher.com/ervhistory.html
http://kjv.benabraham.com/html/chapter-10.html
http://www.timefortruth.co.uk/why-av-only/
http://www.timefortruth.co.uk/why-av-only/why-the-av-only-7434.php
http://www.jesus-is-lord.com/pref1611.htm
http://www.jesus-is-lord.com/pref1611.htm

8

e The supposed error of the Reformation principle Sola scriptura “by Scripture alone”
en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Sola_scriptura

That objection is further answered by:answered by:

e Notes under Incomplete, non-identical and supposedly spurious manuscript sources for the 1611
Holy Bible.

e Extract from www.timefortruth.co.uk/why-av-only/why-the-av-only-7434.php The 1611 Holy
Bible versus Rick Norris p 17 and Benjamin Wilkinson’s excellent diagram THE TWO PAR-
ALLEL STREAMS OF BIBLES showing the difference between the line of true Bibles and the
Catholic counterfeits. The statements given...about Rick Norris apply equally to PPPP.

e Disputed texts in the 1611 Holy Bible
That objection is further answered by:

e KJO Review Full Text pp 602-609 with respect to Matthew 6:13 that PPPP would mutilate
www.timefortruth.co.uk/why-av-only/james-white-dr-divietro-and-dawaite.php.



http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Sola_scriptura
http://www.timefortruth.co.uk/why-av-only/why-the-av-only-7434.php
http://www.timefortruth.co.uk/why-av-only/james-white-dr-divietro-and-dawaite.php

Annotations to Exchanges and PPPP’s objections to “the scripture of truth” Daniel 10:21
Second Exchange, April 26" 2014

Additional material to Second Exchange, April 27" 2014, This Writer’s Response is listed below,
noting that:

PPPP has repeated his objections to “the scripture of truth” Daniel 10:21 the 1611 Holy Bible that
have centred on:

e Incomplete, non-identical and supposedly spurious manuscript sources for the 1611 Holy Bible
e The supposed superiority of Jerome’s Latin Vulgate to the 1611 Holy Bible

e The supposed error of the Reformation principle Sola scriptura “by Scripture alone”
en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Sola_scriptura

e Disputed texts in the 1611 Holy Bible.

See again Annotations to Exchanges and PPPP’s objections to “the scripture of truth” Daniel
10:21

First Exchange, April 26™ 2014.

Material from the annotations to First Exchange, This Writer’s Response has been repeated where
advantageous to do so. Additional material is given on PPPP’s objections as follows with direct
statements from subsequent text in blue text with citations in green or green italic text.

e Incomplete, non-identical and supposedly spurious manuscript sources for the 1611 Holy Bible
That objection is further answered by:

e www.deanburgonsociety.org/DeanBurgon/dbs2771.htm Summary of Traditional Text, A Brief
Summary of The Traditional Text of the Holy Gospels Vindicated and Established by Dean John
William Burgon Edited by Edward Miller 1896 with www.timefortruth.co.uk/why-av-only/ ‘O
Biblios’ — The Book p 32.

e Dr Moorman’s work Early Church Fathers and the Authorized Version pp 37-61.

o www.timefortruth.co.uk/why-av-only/ ‘O Biblios’ — The Book pp 99-100 with respect to the
works of early church writers for and against the 1611 Holy Bible.

e  The supposed superiority of Jerome’s Latin Vulgate to the 1611 Holy Bible
That objection is further answered by:

e specific material from Dr Ruckman’s book Biblical Scholarship, Chapters 3, 4 that PPPP was
too cowardly and too dishonest to face up to...from pp 92-93, 129-137 of Biblical Scholarship.

e archive.org/details/oldlatinanditalaO0burkuoft The Old Latin and the Itala.

e KJO Review Full Text pp 15-16 www.timefortruth.co.uk/why-av-only/james-white-dr-divietro-
and-dawaite.php...that shows how Jerome’s Vulgate was a later imposition on the pure Old Latin
text.

o www.timefortruth.co.uk/why-av-only/why-the-av-only-7434.php The 1611 Holy Bible versus
Bible Critic Jacob Prasch p 88, containing Dr Ruckman’s statement about Jerome’s tampering
with scripture.

e www.timefortruth.co.uk/why-av-only/ ‘O Biblios’ — The Book p 251 yielding further independ-
ent testimony against Origen as a corrupter of New Testament manuscripts.

e Kkjv.benabraham.com/html/chapter-11.html...this further description of Jerome’s Vulgate con-
tamination of “the scripture of truth” Daniel 10:21.
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www.greatsite.com/timeline-english-bible-history/erasmus.html...that confirms that Erasmus did
not follow Jerome’s Vulgate.

en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Vulgate. This site shows that the remainder of Jerome’s Vulgate New
Testament [after the Gospels] is largely not the work of Jerome. It alludes to the best Greek
texts.

www.timefortruth.co.uk/why-av-only/why-the-av-only-7434.php The 1611 Holy Bible versus
Bible Critic Jacob Prasch pp 133-134 [showing] that the best Greek texts are in fact the worst
Greek texts.

KJO Review Full Text pp 62-65 www.timefortruth.co.uk/why-av-only/james-white-dr-divietro-
and-dawaite.php [showing] that the best Greek texts are in fact the worst Greek texts.

Reply to DiVietro’s attacks on Gail Riplinger — Flotsam Flush [pp 144-146, 412-413] and the
following extracts giving detailed information that vindicates the AV1611 Text via the pre-
Jerome pre-350 A.D. Gothic Text against Jerome’s Latin Vulgate www.timefortruth.co.uk/why-
av-only/james-white-dr-divietro-and-dawaite.php.

Gail Riplinger’s statements from In Awe of Thy Word pp 962-963 on the Pre-Erasmus: Itala &
Italian Bibles.

en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Vulgate on the various conflicting editions of the Catholic Latin Vulgate.

en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Byzantine_text-type on the age of the Byzantine manuscripts.

www.timefortruth.co.uk/why-av-only/ AV1611 vs Rome’s Post-1611 Attack — The Holy Bible
versus The Unholy Church! p 3 [for] these examples of Rome’s “impure text,” from the begin-
ning, middle and end of the New Testament - found in the RV, JB, NWT, NIV.

www.greatsite.com/timeline-english-bible-history/martin-luther.html on the non-Vulgate basis
for Luther’s Bible.

en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Luther Bible#Luther.27s New Testament translation on Erasmus’ 2"
Edition of 1519 underlying Luther’s New Testament.

Gail Riplinger’s statements from In Awe of Thy Word pp 976-978 on pre-Luther non-Vulgate
German Bibles.

www.thecounciloftrent.com/ch4.htm Concerning the Canonical Scriptures First Decree Cele-
brated on the eighth day of the month of April, in the year 1546 on condemnation of Protestant
Bibles.

The History of The New Testament Church Volume 1 p 360 and Biblical Scholarship pp 48-49
on 16" century vernacular non-Vulgate New Testaments.

greatsite.com/ancient-rare-bibles-books/bibles/PO1599/, www.bibles-online.net/hutter/ and In
Awe of Thy Word pp 1048-1049 on The Nuremberg Polyglot of 1599.

www.timefortruth.co.uk/why-av-only/ The KJB Story 1611-2011 Abridged pp 17-18 on the
worldwide dissemination of the 1611 Holy Bible post-Luther.

www.timefortruth.co.uk/why-av-only/james-white-dr-divietro-and-dawaite.php Reply to DiViet-
ro’s attack on Gail Riplinger — Flotsam Flush pp 667-670 on the worldwide effect of the 1611
Holy Bible far above any contemporaneous Catholic version influence.

realtruth.org/articles/111114-006.html on the number of copies of the 1611 Holy Bible that have
been published and the number of languages into which the 1611 Holy Bible has been translated
wholly or in part.

Out Of The Labyrinth by L. H. Lehmann on social and educational outcomes for each of the two
American continents.
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http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Vulgate
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http://www.timefortruth.co.uk/why-av-only/
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http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Luther_Bible#Luther.27s_New_Testament_translation
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http://www.timefortruth.co.uk/why-av-only/
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beggarsallreformation.blogspot.co.uk/2006/11/luther-infallible-church-declared.html on Luther:
The Infallible Church Declared the Contents of Scripture? by James Swan.

en.wikiquote.org/wiki/Martin_Luther on Luther’s statements on the scriptures and Rome.

www.goodreads.com/quotes/382884-the-church-of-rome-has-become-the-most-lawless on Lu-
ther and Rome.

www.drbo.org/preface.htm 1989 Preface of The Douay Rheims Bible.

haydock1859.tripod.com/id29.htm| Haydock’s Catholic Bible Commentary, 1859 Edition, Gen-
eral Preface Part Il Dr Witham’s Remarks to the Reader.

standardbearers.net/uploads/The_King_James_Version_Defended Dr_Edward_F_Hills.pdf
Chapter 8 on Beza’s Greek New Testament [and]...the difference between Beza’s notes and his
text.

www.scribd.com/document/298396396/Believing-Bible-Study-Edward-F-Hills-pdf

Believing Bible Study Chapter 3 pp 83-84 by Dr Edward F. Hills. Dr Hills...states that “and
shalt be” in Revelation 16:5 is certainly erroneous his emphasis. He cautions, however, his em-
phases, that Whenever the renderings of the King James Version are called in question, it is usu-
ally the accuser that finds himself in the wrong.... See additional sources later on Disputed texts
in the 1611 Holy Bible and Revelation 16:5.

archive.org/details/TheTextOfTheNewTestament2ndEdit on Brian Walton’s London Polyglot.

www.newadvent.org/cathen/12222a.htm on Brian Walton.

In Awe of Thy Word p 600 on John Bois and Samuel Ward as editors of the 1629, 1638 Editions
of the 1611 Holy Bible.

en.wikisource.org/wiki/Bois,_John_%28DNB00%29 on John Bois’ analysis of Jerome’s Vul-
gate.

Disputed texts in the 1611 Holy Bible

That objection is further answered by:

Beza and Revelation 16:5 www.kjvtoday.com/home/translation-issues/shalt-be-or-holy-one-in-
revelation-165.

brandplucked.webs.com/rev165shaltbe5810us.htm James White and Revelation 16:5.

vulgate.org/ on Revelation 16:5.

Appendix 2 The ‘Whitewash’ Conspiracy — re: The King James Only Controversy by James
White Extract on White’s 7 ‘KJB Errors’ extract on Revelation 16:5.

brandplucked.webs.com/kjbarticles.htm Undeniable Proof that the ESV, NIV, NASB are the new
“Vatican Versions” on the Nestle-Aland/United Bible Societies New Testament Greek editions.

www.jesus-is-lord.com/nobible.htm Roman Catholic “Church” Prohibited Bible Reading.

www.timefortruth.co.uk/why-av-only/why-the-av-only-7434.php The 1611 Holy Bible versus
Bible Critic Jacob Prasch pp 75-76 on changes to the Nestle-Aland/United Bible Societies edi-
tions in agreement with the New Testament of the 1611 Holy Bible.

kjv.benabraham.com/html/chapter-2.html on the Bibles of 2" century Christianity in Greece,
Syria, northern Italy, southern France and the British Isles.

www.kjvtoday.com/home/is-the-doxology-to-the-lords-prayer-in-matthew-613-a-late-
addition#TOC-Codex-Washingtonensis on Codex W and Matthew 6:13.
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First Exchange, April 26" 2014

From: John Davis
To: Paul Peters
Subject: RE: Authentication

Waking up in the morning to an email as daft & ridiculous as this always sets you up for a good
day! Thank you for sending such a MORON email & cheering me up! | didn’t think there were
any idiots left like this, congratulations!

My response in blue below!

See www.vaticancatholic.com Why bother, you are all [LOST] accord-
ing to Scripture! I am SAVED! Why would I bother to waste my time
with a bunch of liars??? for there is absolutely No Salvation Out-
side the Catholic Church. MORON! Total MORON! There is NO SALVA-
TION OUTSIDE OF CHRIST! Any ‘child’ that read the Scriptures knows
that! The Catholic church walks the road to Hell, as YOU are on!
You are not a Christian but a Protestant. You are an opinionated
punk-kid who hasn’t a clue! [But] hey, 1life is full of [weirdos],
punks & loonies! Have a nice day! What colour is the sky in your
world??? Also Protestantism does not have "“scripture” in light of
the following: TOSH! That is T.0.S.H! I have a PERFECT BIBLE in-
errant in the Authorized Version!

The top ‘conservative’ Protestant “biblical scholar” on the planet
D.A. Carson He is a Bible ‘corrector’ who has NO Final Authority!
Don’t kid us, go kid your grandmother! explained: “What we possess
is something over 2,100 lectionary manuscripts, more than 2,700 mi-
nuscules, just over 260 uncials, and about 80 papyri. To keep
things in perspective, however, it is important to remember that
the vast majority of these 5,000 or so manuscripts are fragmentary,
preserving a few verses or a few books. Only about 50 of these
5,000 contain the entire New Testament, and only one of these 50 is
an uncial (viz., codex Sinaiticus). Most of the manuscripts, howev-
er, do contain the four Gospels.” Before you make a bigger idiot
out of yourself, I suggest you do some homework, as you have obvi-
ously NEVER looked into this subject, & you are the most shallow
unsaved nutcase [I] have come across...

May I suggest starting here - www.timefortruth.co.uk/why-av-only/.

Then more onto this - brandplucked.webs.com/kjbarticles.htm.

Then when you are a big boy, onto this

- www.chick.com/reading/tracts/0071/0071 0l.asp.

BEFORE you start doing some homework, I would suggest you get SAVED
& stop walking the road to HELL!

You do this by TRUSTING Jesus Christ for your sins forgiven - Eph
2:8 For by grace are ye saved through faith; and that not of your-
selves: it is the gift of God: 9 Not of works, lest any man should
boast.

Now Paul-baby - that is what WE CHRISTIANS call Scripture! It is
also known as the HOLY BIBLE!


mailto:john.e.davis@hotmail.co.uk
mailto:paulpeters33@startmail.com
http://www.vaticancatholic.com/
http://www.timefortruth.co.uk/why-av-only/
http://brandplucked.webs.com/kjbarticles.htm
https://www.chick.com/reading/tracts/0071/0071_01.asp
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You’ll get it, if you ask the Lord Jesus Christ to open you BLIND
eyes!

(D.A. Carson, The King James Version Debate - A Plea for Realism,
p. 18.) He also explains that no two manuscripts agree in every
detail. “By contrast, the New Testament, as I have said, is pre-
served in five thousand Greek manuscripts and eight thousand manu-
scripts of versions. Yet despite this abundant supply of manu-
script evidence, this providential wealth of material sufficient to
embarrass the most industrious textual critic, it is a stark fact

that no two manuscripts agree in every detail.” (D.A. Carson, The
King James Version Debate - A Plea for Realism, pp. 18-19.). MOR-
ON! Like I said, do your homework! The moon isn’t really cheese
you know!

Everything that glitters isn’t gold!

Be a good boy & do your research! Stop ‘gobbing’ off about some-
thing you have no idea about!

Now it is crucial to realize that working from the assumption of
sola scriptura (i.e., the position that a book is the ONLY inerrant
rule of faith and practice) the Protestant cannot be sure what
“scripture” is: due to the aforementioned fact about the imperfec-
tion of extant biblical manuscripts. You cannot identify which
manuscript of the many thousands there are: that is a facsimile
copy of the original inspired writings: You are fallible and only
have your fallible opinion. Furthermore even if you did (which is
of course absolutely impossible) many passages are missing and thus
incomplete and you have no way of knowing what was originally
there. Is it not a contradiction to believe the “word of God” (as
you construe it) is preserved when the facts indicate otherwise?
This crushes sola scriptura.

This paragraph above just shows your shallowness on the subject & your contempt for Scripture!
Paul-baby you really are a silly-billy aren’t you!

How on earth did you get into such a Bible rejecting state? Following men & a DEAD church |
suppose, which is ultimately FOLLOWING SATAN!

P.S. The KJV is filled with over 33,000 errors! Darling!, pull the
other one, it has bells on it! That is why over 33 Protestant
scholars of the highest ‘eminence’ Darling, you have gotta quit all
this lying, & come back to reality! Like I said, DO YOUR HOMEWORK!
Get off your lazy backside & start doing some research! backed and
funded by 50 cooperating denominations made a revision approved and
ordered by the queen of England. The KJV is not based on any an-
cient manuscripts but on a corrupt line and strain of 10th century
Byzantine Manuscripts started by a single Monk: I have a Jack Rus-
sell that would 1like to meet you! Did you hear about the
one...whose errors where then copied and circulated by other manu-
script transcribing Monks. You’re not a monk Paul...you’re a punk!
One example of error There are NO ERRORS in the KJV/AV darling! in
the KJV is Matthew 6:13. None of the ancient manuscripts contain
the doxology after the Lord’s Prayer “for thine is the kingdom and
the power and the glory forever.” The Byzantine Monk who tran-
scribed the manuscript on which the KJV is in part based either
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subconsciously lapsed into what the Byzantine Priest sings at the
Byzantine Liturgy (the Priest sings the doxology after the Lord’s
Prayer) or the Monk Come on you punk, this is just too much now!
That’s the third time I’'ve fallen off my chair with your drivel!
Be a good boy & get saved ( Tit 3:5 Not by works of righteousness
which we have done, but according to his mercy he saved us, by the
washing of regeneration, and renewing of the Holy Ghost;) & then go
& bury yourself on some mission-field & wait for the Rapture! (Ti-
tus 2v13) by mistake jotted down marginal notes into his transcrip-
tion of Matthew 6:13. I repeat NONE OF THE ANCIENT BIBLICAL MANU-
SCRIPTS HAVE THE DOXOLOGY AFTER THE LORD’S PRAYER!!!!There is abso-
lutely No Salvation Outside the Catholic Church There is no greater

MORON outside of your own house!!! Tesco serve some great bean-dip,
but I prefer sprouts from Morrisons! Where do you shop??? wvisit
www.vaticancatholic.com Bunch of fake 1liars!!! only Christianity
has the Bible but not Protestantism. Roman Catholics are NOT

‘Christians’ you MORON!

Have a nice day Paul, & if I can help you further, please don’t
hesitate to email me again! It has been lovely corresponding with
you, & you really have cheered me up!

I haven’t laughed like that in ages! Do you practice all this rub-
bish that you speak or does it come natural???

I knew a man once who also thought Roman Catholics were Christians;
he used to hum all the time & make weird noises.

Do you hum???


http://www.vaticancatholic.com/
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First Exchange, This Writer’s Response
Hi John, thank you for the copy

PP (papal puppet) denies Psalm 12:6-7 [“The words of the LORD are pure words: as silver tried in a
furnace of earth, purified seven times. Thou shalt keep them, O LORD, thou shalt preserve them
from this generation for ever”] and he is lying specifically about the Revised Version 1881-1885 e.g.
backed and funded by 50 cooperating denominations made a revision
approved and ordered by the queen of England.

See kjv.benabraham.com/html/chapter-10.html Our Authorized Bible Vindicated by Benjamin Wil-
kinson Chapter 10, my emphases except for the paragraph in italics. My notes in red [no format
changes have been made in any of the citations included in this writer’s responses except font size].

The triumvirate which constantly worked to bring things to a head, and who later sat on the Revision
Committee, were Ellicott, Lightfoot, and Moulton. They found it difficult to get the project on foot.
Twice they had appealed to the Government in hopes that, as in the case of the King James in
1611, the King would appoint a royal commission. They were refused...

The Revisers’ Greatest Crime

Ever since the Revised Version was printed, it has met with strong opposition. Its devotees reply
that the King James met opposition when it was first published. There is a vast difference, however.
Only one name of prominence can be cited as an opponent of the King James Version at [its] birth
[Hebraist Hugh Broughton, I believe - AJO’R]. The King, all the church of England, in fact, all
the Protestant world was for it. On the other hand, royal authority twice refused to associate itself
with the project of revision, as also did the northern half of the Church of England, the Episcopal
Church of North America, besides a host of students and scholars of authority.

When God has taught us that “all Scripture is given by Inspiration” of the Holy Spirit and that
“men spake as they were moved by the Holy Ghost,” the Holy Spirit must be credited with ability
to transmit and preserve inviolate the Sacred Deposit. We cannot admit for a moment that the Re-
ceived Text which, by the admission of its enemies themselves, has led the true people of God for
centuries, can be whipped into fragments and set aside for a manuscript found in an out-of-the-
way monastery, and for another of the same family, which has lain, for man knows not how long,
upon a shelf'in the library of the Pope’s palace. Both these documents are of uncertain ancestry,
of questionable history, and of suspicious character. The Received Text was put for centuries in
its position of leadership by divine Providence, just as truly as the star of Bethlehem was set in the
heavens to guide the wise men. Neither was it the product of certain technical rules of textual crit-
icism which some men have chosen the last few decades to exalt as divine principle.

pp’s citations of Carson are typical. He cannot cite from Carson or any other source including him-
self any book that is actually the pure, perfect, Holy Bible that is all scripture given by inspiration of
God, 2 Timothy 3:16. Carson and pp including his papist mentors are the same as Amue, Twist and
Curl, Smarty Marty and all the rest, with no authority other than two-and-a-half pints of human
brains as Dr Ruckman states in his commentary The Book of Matthew p 30.

Re: Rome and the Bible, here is Wilkinson again. See kjv.benabraham.com/html/chapter-2.html.

To Christians preserving apostolic Christianity, the world owes the Bible. It is not true, as the Ro-
man Church claims, that she gave the Bible to the world. What she gave was an impure text, a text
with thousands of verses so changed as to make way for her unscriptural doctrines [e.g. cutting out
the Doxology from Matthew 6:13 to support the papal throne, see below - AJO’R]. While upon
those who possessed the veritable Word of God, she poured out through long centuries her stream of
cruel persecution. Or, in the words of another writer:.


http://kjv.benabraham.com/html/chapter-10.html
http://kjv.benabraham.com/html/chapter-2.html
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“The Waldenses were among the first of the peoples of Europe to obtain a translation of the Holy
Scriptures. Hundreds of years before the Reformation, they possessed the Bible in manuscript in
their native tongue. They had the truth unadulterated, and this rendered them the special objects of
hatred and persecution...Here for a thousand years, witnesses for the truth maintained the ancient
faith...In a most wonderful manner it (the Word of Truth) was preserved uncorrupted through all the
ages of darkness.”

Among their many resources for their work, the King James translators had pure Waldensian Bibles,
Wilkinson again, kjv.benabraham.com/html/chapter-2.html.

The Reformers held that the Waldensian Church was formed about 120 A.D., from which date on,
they passed down from father to son the teachings they received from the apostles. (39) The Latin
Bible, the Italic, was translated from the Greek not later than 157 A.D. (40)...

Waldensian influence, both from the Waldensian Bibles and from Waldensian relationships, entered
into the King James translation of 1611. Referring to the King James translators, one author speaks
thus of a Waldensian Bible they used:

“It is known that among modern versions they consulted was an Italian, and though no name is men-
tioned, there cannot be room for doubt that it was the elegant translation made with great ability from
the original Scriptures by Giovanni Diodati, which had only recently (1607) appeared at Geneva.”
(51)

It is therefore evident that the translators of 1611 had before them four Bibles which had come under
Waldensian influence: the Diodati in Italian, the Olivetan in French, the Lutheran in German, and the
Genevan in English. We have every reason to believe that they had access to at least six Waldensian
Bibles written in the old Waldensian vernacular.

It was through these pure vernacular Bibles that the scriptures were preserved, as well as by means
of Greek mss. sources that, despite differences between them and incompleteness, overwhelmingly
support AV1611 readings against Vatican departures supported by Carson, pp et al. See Gail
Riplinger’s In Awe of Thy Word [pp 959, 962-968, 971-972, 976-977, 982-983].

Pp would do well to read Did The Catholic Church Give Us The Bible? by David Daniels, Chick Publi-
cations, for an informative summary. pp has also accused the Lord Jesus Christ of lying, Matthew
24:35, Mark 13:31, Luke 21:33 [“Heaven and earth shall pass away, but my words shall not pass
away”].

Note also Wilkinson again kjv.benabraham.com/html/chapter-3.html, w.r.t. the Waldensian Bible
and the Received Text that Erasmus compiled that closely matches the AV1611 Text. This is one of
the strongest historical testimonies to the authenticity of the AV1611 Text as the text of the apos-
tles and prophets aka the original text. The likes of pp etc. have only bald dogma and blatant denial
in response.

It must be remembered that at the time (about 400 A.D.) when the Empire was breaking up into
modern kingdoms, the pure Latin was breaking up into the Spanish Latin, the French Latin, the Afri-
can Latin, and other dialects, the forerunners of many modern languages. Into all those different Lat-
ins the Bible had been translated, in whole or in part. Some of these, as the Bible of the Waldenses,
had come mediately or immediately from the Received Text and had great influence...

There were hundreds of manuscripts for Erasmus to examine, and he did; but he used only a few.
What matters? The vast bulk of manuscripts in Greek are practically all the Received Text. If the
few Erasmus used were typical, that is, after he had thoroughly balanced the evidence of many and
used a few which displayed that balance, did he not, with all the problems before him, arrive at prac-
tically the same result which only could be arrived at to-day by a fair and comprehensive investiga-
tion? Moreover, the text he chose had such an outstanding history in the Greek, the Syrian, and the
Waldensian Churches, that it constituted an irresistible argument of God’s providence. God did not


http://kjv.benabraham.com/html/chapter-2.html
http://kjv.benabraham.com/html/chapter-3.html
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write a hundred Bibles; there is only one Bible, the others at best are only approximations. In other
words the Greek New Testament of Erasmus, known as the Received Text, is none other than the
Greek New Testament which successfully met the rage of its pagan and papal enemies.

We are told that testimony from the ranks of our enemies constitutes the highest kind of evidence.
The following statement which I now submit, is taken from the defense of their doings by two mem-
bers of that body so hostile to the Greek New Testament of Erasmus, - the Revisers of 1870- 1881.
This quotation shows that the manuscripts of Erasmus coincide with the great bulk of manuscripts.

“The manuscripts which Erasmus used, differ, for the most part, only in small and insignificant de-
tails from the bulk of the cursive manuscripts, - that is to say, the manuscripts which are written in
running hand and not in capital or (as they are technically called) uncial letters. The general charac-
ter of their text is the same. By this observation the pedigree of the Received Text is carried up be-
yond the individual manuscripts used by Erasmus to a great body of manuscripts of which the earli-
est are assigned to the ninth century.”

Then after quoting Doctor Hort, they draw this conclusion on his statement: “This remarkable state-
ment completes the pedigree of the Received Text. That pedigree stretches back to a remote antiqui-
ty. The first ancestor of the Received Text was, as Dr. Hort is careful to remind us, at least contem-
porary with the oldest of our extant manuscripts, if not older than any one of them.” (22)

Concerning Matthew 6:13 and the Doxology, here is the material from ‘O Biblios’ - The Book pp 42-
43 www.timefortruth.co.uk/why-av-only/ that pp missed, for info. under

Many witnesses to the Doxology existed before the 4t century uncials Aleph and B that cut out the
words. Although most Old Latin sources in existence have the words cut out, it is known that they
were subject to corruption e.g. by Origen and Jerome, as Dr Ruckman shows, Biblical Scholarship,
Chapters 3, 4. Dr Ruckman also shows Carson to be fraudulent, pp 87-88, 297, 298, 476.

The witnesses for Matthew 6:13 show an unbroken and widespread testimony throughout history,
indicating its authenticity. Dean Burgon, The Revision Revised, showed that departures from the
AV1611 such as the Vatican texts that Carson and pp favour have only limited testimony by com-
parison, mainly Jerome’s corrupt Vulgate and Aleph and B, i.e. the usual suspects or 1% manu-
scripts as Gail Riplinger describes them, New Age Bible Versions Chapter 39.

Dr Moorman indicates, Early Manuscripts and the Authorized Version p 63, that the Doxology was
cut out in the 4" century owing to opposition to the Lord’s literal kingdom to be established on
earth following the 2" Advent as prophesied in the OT e.g. Isaiah 2 [“And it shall come to pass in
the last days, that the mountain of the LORD'S house shall be established in the top of the moun-
tains, and shall be exalted above the hills; and all nations shall flow unto it. And many people
shall go and say, Come ye, and let us go up to the mountain of the LORD, to the house of the God
of Jacob; and he will teach us of his ways, and we will walk in his paths: for out of Zion shall go
forth the law, and the word of the LORD from Jerusalem” |saiah 2:2-3]. The opposition was obvi-
ously Catholic, for obvious reasons.

Alan
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Matthew 6:13

“For thine is the Kingdom, and the power, and the glory, for ever. Amen” is omitted by the DR,
RV, Ne, NIV, NKJV f.n., JB, NJB, NWT.

Fuller [True or False? 2" Edition David Otis Fuller, D.D.] p 108, citing Burgon, states that of more
than 500 relevant (Greek) manuscripts, all but nine contain the AV1611 reading. Hills*2°2° [The KJV
Defended] p 146 and [Believing Bible Study] p 118, states that uncials B, Aleph, D, Z and 6 cursives
omit the words, together with 9 manuscripts of the Old Latin and all of Jerome’s Vulgate. *?°12The
site standardbearers.net/uploads/The King_James Version_Defended Dr_Edward_F_Hills.pdf The
King James Bible Defended and www.scribd.com/document/298396396/Believing-Bible-Study-
Edward-F-Hills-pdf Believing Bible Study are online versions of Dr Hills” books.

The TBS The Power and the Glory have an extremely detailed compilation on this text as follows:
Evidence for the authenticity of the AV1611 reading:
1%t Century: 2 Timothy 4:18b (cross reference)

2" Century: Didache (document of Apostolic Teaching, discovered 1875, [Believing Bible Study] p
117), Tatian’s Diatessaron, Old Syriac version (Peshitta)

3" Century: Coptic and Sahidic (i.e. Egyptian) versions

4" Century: Apostolic Constitutions, Old Latin manuscript k, Gothic (Ulfilas [The Christian’s
Handbook of Manuscript Evidence] p 208) and Armenian versions

5t Century: Uncial W, Chrysostom, Isidore of Pelusium ([The KJV Defended] p 147, standardbear-
ers.net/uploads/The_King_James Version_Defended_Dr_Edward_F_Hills.pdf Chapter 6), Georgian
version

6™ Century: Uncials Sigma, Phi; Ethiopic version; Palestinian, Harkelian (Harclean) and Curetonian
Syriac (standardbearers.net/uploads/The_King_James_Version_Defended Dr_Edward_F_Hills.pdf
Chapter 6, [The KJV Defended] p 148)

8" Century: Uncials E, L

9" Century: Uncials G, K, M, U, V, Delta, Phi, Pi; Old Latin f, g; Cursives 33, 565, 892
10" Century: Cursive 1079

11" Century: Cursives 28, 124, 174, 230, 700, 788, 1216

12™ Century: Cursives 346, 543, 1010, 1071, 1195, 1230, 1241, 1365, 1646

13" Century: Cursives 13, 1009, 1242, 1546

14" Century: Cursives 2148, 2174

15" Century: Cursives 69, 1253.

The TBS (ibid.) states that the majority of the “very numerous” Byzantine copies, including lection-
aries, contain the AV1611 reading.

The evidence against the AV1611 reading is as follows:

2" Century: Cyprian, Origen, Tertullian, who all fail to mention the words - as do later writers listed
below.

3" Century: Some Coptic manuscripts
4™ Century: Aleph, B, Old Latin a, Caesarius Nazarene, Cyril of Jerusalem, Gregory Nyssa, Hilary
5% Century: Uncial D, Old Latin b, h; Chromatius, Augustine
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6" Century: Uncial Z, Cursive 0170
7™ Century: OId Latin |
9 Century: Old Latin g2
10"-11" Centuries: Old Latin ff.
12'"-13™ Centuries: Cursive 1, 118, Lectionary 547, Old Latin ¢
14"-15" Centuries: Cursives 131, 209, 17, 130.

Clearly, the available evidence vastly favours the AV1611 reading. See also Will Kinney’s detailed
article brandplucked.webs.com/articles.htm Matthew 6:13 & Luke 11:2-4 The Lord’s Prayer - 1S
your bible a “Catholic” bible?
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Second Exchange, April 26" 2014

Subject: Re: From Dr Alan O’Reilly regarding your generic email
From: Paul Peters
To: John Davis

1.

You never answered the question of my first submission “Now it is crucial to realize that
working from the assumption of sola scriptura (i.e., the position that a book is the ONLY iner-
rant rule of faith and practice) the Protestant cannot be sure what “scripture” is: due to the
aforementioned fact about the imperfection of extant biblical manuscripts. You cannot iden-
tify which manuscript of the many thousands there are: that is a facsimile copy of the original
inspired writings: You are fallible and only have your fallible opinion. Furthermore even if
you did (which is of course absolutely impossible) many passages are missing and thus in-
complete and you have no way of knowing what was originally there. Is it not a contradic-
tion to believe the “word of God” (as you construe it) is preserved when the facts indicate
otherwise? This crushes sola scriptura.”

You make the assertion (citing Ruckman who is debunked by James Robert White a promi-
nent Protestant scholar) that the Latin sources were subject to corruption and that is why
they omit the doxology. You might be interested to know that Desiderius Erasmus - the
German apostate - looked up to St. Jerome and based most of his biblical scholarship on him.
St. Jerome is the greatest biblical expert and scholar in human history. In fact you are so
blind that you haven’t even read the Translators Preface to the kjv which calls St .Jerome (the
Saint that God raised up to inerrantly write the Bible from the original inspired NT manu-
scripts) “a most learned father, and the best linguist without controversy, of his age, or of
any that went before him.” The kjv’s own translators call St. Jerome (the biblical scholar of
the Church in ancient times) “the best linguist.” So your own (Anglican/kjv) authorities stand
as a conviction against your lies and false religion. None of the ancient biblical manuscripts
have the doxology. The vast majority of Greek NT manuscript copies (and on which the Tex-
tus Receptus is in part based) are from the 11t century!!!! And yes the Catholic Church did
give the Bible to the world -- the founder of Protestantism the arch-heretic Martin Luther
admitted it in his Commentary on John - discussing the sixteenth chapter of that Gospel - Lu-
ther admitted, “We are obliged to yield many things to the Papists--that with them is the
Word of God, which we received from them; otherwise we should have known nothing at all
about it.” [Source: Luther’s Commentary on St. John) Also | did not lie about the Queen of
England. England is run by the Parliament (not the Queen); it was with the Parliament that
difficulties first arose (not the Queen). Citing kjv onlyist cult sources will not do.

St. Jerome was 1500 years closer to the original languages than any scholar today which
would make him the best judge of the exact meaning of any Greek or Hebrew word in the
Scriptures. Besides being a towering linguistic genius he was also a great saint and had ac-
cess to ancient original Hebrew and Greek manuscripts which have since perished and are no
longer available to scholars today. St. Jerome’s translation, moreover was a careful, word-
for-word rendering of the original texts into Latin. THE HERETICS TESTIFY: Theodore Beza
criticized Erasmus for not completely following the Vulgate (the only inerrant word of God) in
his own text and that the Vulgate is more comformable to many Greek manuscripts which
Erasmus wanted. The learned Protestant Mr. Bois in his book entitled Veteris Interpretis cum
Beza aliisque recentiorbus Collatio - commended by well known Protestant Dr. Walton - de-
fends the Vulgate - where it was changed by Beza and others in their own versions. The kjv
in Rev. 16:5 says “and shalt be” instead of “O Holy One.” The kjv reading is based on Theo-
dore Beza’s 1598 edition of the Textus Receptus. Theodore’s phrase “and shalt be” (kat o
eoopevog) does not appear in any existing manuscript (current or ancient). Existing manu-



mailto:paulpeters33@startmail.com
mailto:john.e.davis@hotmail.co.uk

21

scripts read “holy one” (kat oolog). For example Rev. 16:5 in the Nestle-Aland (which is the
standard in Protestantism) reads: “And | heard the angel of the waters saying, “Righteous are
You, who are and who were, O Holy One, because You judged these things.” Since there is no
existing manuscript with Beza’s reading: Beza’s reading is an unwarranted conjectural emen-
dation and is dismissed by Protestant scholarship. Dr. Walton in his Prolog (and other
learned Protestants) own that the Latin Vulgate is superior and that it ought not to be
changed by any private persons: having been authorized and used in the Church for so many
ages; the vigorous Protestant defender of the Vulgate - Walton -added it belongs to the
Church to judge of the sense of the Scriptures. He also said “The Church, in a General Coun-
cil, has declared the ancient Latin Vulgate authentic; but we do not find any Greek copy or
edition, such as we can meet with at present, recommended to us by the Church. (Prolegom.
chap. iv. 56,) He also said that what everyone versed in antiquity must allow is that “some
parts of the New Testament were doubted of for some ages, till at length by consent of the
whole Church, all the Books, as they are read at present, were received and approved.” Last-
ly the Church Fathers themselves testify that the Greek is corrupted and only the Latin is au-
thentic. | can give you the evidence if you wish but due to your short attention span | have
not included it in this submission.

You also make a citation of Moorman. That is an insult to my intelligence. You cited Hort (he
is also debunked by James White) and Hort made the unbelievable assertion that the doxol-

ogy exists in ancient manuscripts. [ EIESRNOUINGIEINEINENUSCHDE 2

John Davis wrote [in reply]:
You obviously sent your ridiculous email out to a few Bible Believers. Will Kinney etc.

Now | know you haven’t got the guts to read the following because you are just a punk-kid! But if
you did, you would grow hairs on your chest & dump Roman Catholicism & the SATANIC system
& get saved NOW!

Grow up & play the man sonny!

READ LEARN & quit being a MORON!
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Second Exchange, April 27" 2014, This Writer’s Response

From: Alan O’Reilly
To: John Davis

Subject: Re: From Dr Alan O’Reilly regarding your generic email
Thanks, John

pp ought to read Smokescreens by Jack Chick. His comments are mostly a smokescreen. He accus-
es Bible believers of being cultists. He belongs to the most corrupt cult on earth as John revealed
and as you also mentioned “And upon her forehead was a name written, MYSTERY, BABYLON THE
GREAT, THE MOTHER OF HARLOTS AND ABOMINATIONS OF THE EARTH. And | saw the woman
drunken with the blood of the saints, and with the blood of the martyrs of Jesus...” Revelation
17:5-6.

No wonder pp doesn’t like the Book of Revelation. He also should read Are Roman Catholics Chris-
tians?, noting Ephesians 2:8-9 “For by grace are ye saved through faith; and that not of your-
selves: it is the gift of God: Not of works, lest any man should boast.”

Naturally pp resorts mainly to personal attack etc. according to Proverbs 14:16 “A wise man
feareth, and departeth from evil: but the fool rageth, and is confident.”

James White never debunked anyone, especially not Dr Ruckman as The Scholarship Only Contro-
versy shows. It is the other way round [www.timefortruth.co.uk/why-av-only/james-white-dr-
divietro-and-dawaite.php KJO Review Full Text Author’s Introduction, Tables A1-A4, Appendix 1 -
James White and the ‘King James Only Controversy’ so-called]. White attacks over 200 passages
of scripture in his book, all of which attacks are found to be falsehoods on examination though it is
clear that White repeatedly lines up with Rome and Watchtower in his departures from the
AV1611. White is not a prominent scholar. He is a prominent and habitual liar, as Dr Ruckman’s
book shows.

Whatever White said about Hort, White is nevertheless wedded to Hort’s favourite manuscripts i.e.
Aleph and B [KJO Review Full Text pp 30-31, 37, 39, 65-66, 71, 85, 195-197, 198, 304-394, 440-441,
461-467, 477-488, 489-504, 510-529, 602-666 the lengthy page intervals addressing departures
from the AV1611 that White approves of and that are found repeatedly in Westcott and Hort’s RV].

pp is clearly ignorant of the Lord’s purification of His words Psalm 12:6-7 [“The words of the LORD
are pure words: as silver tried in a furnace of earth, purified seven times. Thou shalt keep them,
O LORD, thou shalt preserve them from this generation for ever”] and while he demands you pro-
duce an exact copy of the original text, he fails to disclose any manuscripts at all.

pp also fails to understand that a late manuscript can and does embody an early text. He also fails
to understand that the Book that went out into the world as “the scripture of truth” Daniel 10:21 in
well over a billion copies clearly shows God at work compared to the main Catholic sources Aleph
and B, of which Dean Burgon states “Dr. Hort contends that [the Truth of Scripture] more than half
lay perdu on a forgotten shelf in the Vatican Library; - Dr. Tischendorf, that it had been deposited in
a waste-paper basket in the convent of S. Catherine at the foot of Mount Sinai, - from which he res-
cued it on the 4™ February 1859: - neither, we venture to think, a very likely circumstance. We in-
cline to believe that the Author of Scripture hath not by any means shown Himself so unmindful of
the safety of the Deposit, as those distinguished gentlemen imagine.” [The Revision Revised p 343
www.gutenberg.org/ebooks/36722?msg=welcome stranger#toc9]

pp’s contention about scripture is the same as Hort’s and Tischendorf’s, whatever pp may profess
to the contrary.
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pp was given the ancient sources for Matthew 6:13 and simply ignored them in order to lash out at
you again. He demands in red to know what manuscript according to Hort contained the Doxology
of Matthew 6:13. As indicated, he was given the pre-4t" century sources but ignored them.

Likewise he also ignored all the material cited from Wilkinson’s work that attested to the purity of
the Waldensian Bibles that the AV1611 translators had at their disposal as witnesses to the pure
text of scripture. Clearly he couldn’t handle that material.

pp insists that Erasmus followed Jerome. He doesn’t tell you that Erasmus said of Catholic and oth-
er theologians of continental Europe that their “brains are the rottenest, intellects the dullest, doc-
trines the thorniest, manners the brutalest, life the foulest, speech the spitefulest, hearts the black-
est that | have ever encountered in the world...” See In Awe of Thy Word p 928 by Gail Riplinger.
Erasmus’ Greek Text was of course different from anything derived from Jerome, which is one rea-
son why it provoked such opposition from Rome.

pp rails against Dr Moorman but of course pp can’t substantiate his dogma in any way. Dr Moor-
man simply listed the ancient witnesses for and against about 350 doctrinal passages. pp can’t re-
fute Moorman'’s listing in any way, he simply follows the second part of Proverbs 14:16 again [“A
wise man feareth, and departeth from evil: but the fool rageth, and is confident.” PPPP is not “A
wise man”].

He compounds his lie about the Revisers by delving into this nation’s governance. The fact remains
that the RV never received royal approval and for that reason alone, Ecclesiastes 8:4 [“Where the
word of a king is, there is power: and who may say unto him, What doest thou?”], it was a satanic
counterfeit without spiritual power like all its successors to the present day. It faded away in less
than 20 years and has therefore had to be repeatedly recycled under new guises to “by good words
and fair speeches deceive the hearts of the simple” Romans 16:18; ASV, NASV, RSV, NRSV, NIVs,
ESV etc.

pp cites what the AV1611 translators said about Jerome but of course he neglects to mention that
the AV1611 translators rightly called the pope “that man of sin” 2 Thessalonians 2:3 in their Dedi-
catory Epistle and said of the Douay-Rheims version derived from Jerome’s Vulgate that “we have
shunned the obscurity of the Papists, in their AZIMES, TUNIKE, RATIONAL, HOLOCAUSTS, PRAEPUCE,
PASCHE [e.g. Acts 12:4], and a number of such like, whereof their late Translation is full, and that of
purpose to darken the sense, that since they must needs translate the Bible, yet by the language
thereof, it may be kept from being understood.”

The AV1611 translators saw that Rome tries to force the individual to look to “the word of men”
instead of “the word of God” 1 Thessalonians 2:13. That is exactly what pp aims to do.

He bangs on about Luther commending the papal church but doesn’t tell you that Luther did not
translate his Bible from the Vulgate. Far from being the only inerrant word of God as pp insists, Je-
rome’s Vulgate is riddled with inconsistencies. A genuine textual scholar, Hodges, notes that “the
more than 8000 Vulgate manuscripts which are extant today exhibit the greatest amount of cross
contamination of textual types.” See ‘O Biblios’ - The Book p 94 [www.timefortruth.co.uk/why-av-

only/].

The Nestle-Aland text is basically a corrupt text derived from Westcott and Hort, of whom Dr Wil-
liam Grady, ‘O Biblios’ - The Book pp 205-206 [www.timefortruth.co.uk/why-av-only/] said “Having
carefully read both the Life and Letters of Brooke Foss Westcott by his son Arthur Westcott (1903)
and the Life and Letters of Fenton John Anthony Hort by his son Arthur Fenton Hort (1896), this
author is firmly convinced...that Drs Westcott and Hort were A PAIR OF UNSAVED LIBERALS
WHOSE OPEN VATICAN SYMPATHIES CAST THEM AS THE CONSUMMATE JESUIT
PLANTS!” That is, the RV came from “that man of sin” 2 Thessalonians 2:3, not “the Spirit of
truth” John 16:13.
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Nestle repeatedly matches the DRB, JB, NJB, NWT against the AV1611 and is a standard not for
Protestantism but for apostate Protestantism.

pp appeals to Beza and John Bois in support of the Vulgate. When the smoke dissipates, the fact
remains that the Received Greek Text and the AV1611 with which they were directly associated do
not match the Vulgate, a fact that Rome loathes to this day as the following item reveals, from The
Unknown Warrior message [www.timefortruth.co.uk/bible-studies/alan-oreillys-studies.php. This
is from the full study. The statement is not found in the uploaded study]:

..from The Secret Plan, compiled in the Jesuit College near Turin in Northern Italy in 1825. The
plan was written up by Fr. Leone, SJ, translated and published in 1848 by Augusta Cooke. This is
what the Jesuits had to say about the Authorized King James Bible of 1611.

“Then the Bible, that serpent which with head erect and eyes flashing threatens us with its venom
while it trails along the ground, shall be changed into a rod as soon as we are able to seize it [1881,
Revised Version, Westcott and Hort, Cambridge University; 1881, ‘Originals-onlyism,” Hodge and
Warfield, Princeton Theological Seminary, “Traitors, heady, highminded” 2 Timothy 3:4]...for
three centuries past this cruel asp has left us no repose. You well know with what folds it entwines
us and with what fangs it gnaws us. ”

American Baptist Eric Jon Phelps is a long-term researcher of Vatican strategy. His comment on the
above Jesuit statement is that “As The Authorized Version is the bulwark for the very Reformation
the [Jesuit] Order is oath-bound to destroy it.” [Did The Catholic Church Give Us The Bible? David
W. Daniels, Chick Publications, 2005, p 111, Vatican Assassins Eric Jon Phelps, CD, Chapter 21, p
485]

pp also bangs on about Revelation 16:5. He doesn’t tell you that a very ancient source, P 47, con-
tained a second “and” that had to be ighored to insert the spurious reading “the Holy One.” The
AV1611 translators didn’t ignore it, thanks no doubt to the many faithful vernacular Bibles that they
consulted and came up with the correct reading that matches i.e. is consistent with other associat-
ed references; Revelation 1:4, 8, 4:8, 11:17. See [www.timefortruth.co.uk/why-av-only/james-
white-dr-divietro-and-dawaite.php James White’s 7 Errors p 8, p 30 of this work].

Revelation 16:5 as it stands in the AV1611 has of course, like the rest of the AV1611 (we know
about correction of typos in early editions etc.), stood for 400 years and gone global with over a
billion copies while pp and other critics like him remain tucked away in obscure and largely forgot-
ten corners of academia. It’s easy to see who and what God is interested in insofar as concerning
the global spread of the AV1611 “this thing was not done in a corner” Acts 26:26.

All pp and others like him have are their own opinions of what they suppose God might have said
and of whom Paul said “For we dare not make ourselves of the number, or compare ourselves
with some that commend themselves: but they measuring themselves by themselves, and com-
paring themselves among themselves, are not wise” 2 Corinthians 10:12.

Rome has of course spread herself worldwide but again as Rome’s greatest hate, the Book of Reve-
lation states “And in her was found the blood of prophets, and of saints, and of all that were slain
upon the earth” Revelation 18:24. That is Rome’s worldwide influence.

pp insists as cited in your other note that The final authority is the Church (1 St .Timothy 3:15 says
“the Church of the living God is the pillar and bulwark of the truth” so it can never be wrong). That
really is a smokescreen. pp should read O.C. Lambert’s 2 volumes of Catholicism Against Itself.
Note again the cross contamination of Jerome’s Vulgate sources mentioned above.

Note also that pp is not quoting any Bible version that | can readily access but, it appears, CCC 171
from the Catholic Catechisms i.e. “the word of men” again instead of “the word of God” 1 Thessa-
lonians 2:13. See carm.org/is-the-roman-catholic-church-the-pillar-of-truth.
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pp of course lied about 1 Timothy 3:15. It reads in the DRB, which is from Jerome’s Vulgate that pp
praises above, “But if | tarry long, that thou mayest know how thou oughtest to behave thyself in
the house of God, which is the church of the living God, the pillar and ground of the truth.”

That is actually close to the AV1611 reading:

“But if I tarry long, that thou mayest know how thou oughtest to behave thyself in the house of
God, which is the church of the living God, the pillar and ground of the truth” 1 Timothy 3:15.

The church referred to is the priesthood of all believers, 1 Peter 2:5, 9, through whom “the Spirit of
truth” John 16:13 bore witness to “the scripture of truth” Daniel 10:21. The term the church is not
a reference to any Baalite Catholic hierarchy, which is why pp and the CCC had to wrest the scrip-
ture in order to make it so, 2 Peter 3:16. [See the Ruckman Reference Bible on 1 Corinthians 10:32,
Ephesians 1:22-23, 1 Timothy 3:15, pp 1521, 1554, 1583]

Note also Rome’s - and Jerome’s - reading of the very next verse from the DRB “And evidently great
is the mystery of godliness, which was manifested in the flesh, was justified in the spirit, appeared
unto angels, hath been preached unto the Gentiles, is believed in the world, is taken up in glory.”
That is a stupid reading that makes no sense. The correct reading is as follows from the AV1611 as
Dean Burgon proved exhaustively in The Revision Revised [pp 425-443].

“And without controversy great is the mystery of godliness: God was manifest in the flesh, justi-
fied in the Spirit, seen of angels, preached unto the Gentiles, believed on in the world, received up
into glory” 1 Timothy 3:16.

Any church that would put out the stupid DRB/Vulgate reading of 1 Timothy 3:16 that persists in
Catholic versions to this day, only slightly amended, is not the pillar and bulwark of anything other
than monumental deception. [See www.timefortruth.co.uk/why-av-only/ ‘O Biblios’ - The Book pp
60-61]

In sum, pp, together with his whole church, follows his and their mentor of whom the Lord Jesus
Christ said “When he speaketh a lie, he speaketh of his own: for he is a liar, and the father of it”
John 8:44.

Yours in the Lord Jesus Christ
Alan

Third and Final Exchange, April 27™" 2014, This Writer’s Response
Hi John

Thank you for your note. What pp also doesn’t realise or ignores is that the AV1611 is still the royal
law James 2:8 for The Coronation Oath [www.timefortruth.co.uk/why-av-only/ Royal Law — James
2:8] and Jerome’s Vulgate, like ‘the Greek,” is in a dead language i.e. Latin whereas “the word of
God...liveth and abideth for ever” 1 Peter 1:23.

Also 1 Timothy 3:15 in the CCC puts the emphasis on the church, which Catholics take to be their
church. In 1 Timothy 3:15 in the AV1611 the emphasis is more on the living God and therefore on
the body of Christ, 2 Corinthians 3:3, 6:16 and the Saviour, 1 Timothy 4:10.

Note that Will Kinney has a most informative article on Revelation 16:5 that effectively answers
pp’s denial of Revelation 16:5 in the AV1611 brandplucked.webs.com/rev165shaltbe5810us.htm.

Alan
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Annotations to Exchanges and PPPP’s objections to “the scripture of truth” Daniel 10:21
First Exchange, April 26" 2014

As indicated in the Introduction PPPP’s objections to “the scripture of truth” Daniel 10:21 the
1611 Holy Bible have centred on:

e Incomplete, non-identical and supposedly spurious manuscript sources for the 1611 Holy Bible
e The supposed superiority of Jerome’s Latin Vulgate to the 1611 Holy Bible

e The supposed error of the Reformation principle Sola scriptura “by Scripture alone”
en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Sola_scriptura

e Disputed texts in the 1611 Holy Bible.

See again First Exchange, This Writer’s Response for an overall response to PPPP’s first set of
objections to “the scripture of truth” Daniel 10:21 the 1611 Holy Bible. Further remarks follow.
The first of these addresses PPPP’s unbiblical notions about “the salvation which is in Christ Je-
sus” 2 Timothy 2:10. See below.

See www.vaticancatholic.com for there is absolutely No Salvation
Outside the Catholic Church. You are not a Christian but a
Protestant.

PPPP is lying about salvation of course. The expression the Catholic Church occurs no-
where in the following passage or its context.

“Be it known unto you all, and to all the people of Israel, that by the name of Jesus Christ of Naz-
areth, whom ye crucified, whom God raised from the dead, even by him doth this man stand here
before you whole. This is the stone which was set at nought of you builders, which is become the
head of the corner. Neither is there salvation in any other: for there is none other name under
heaven given among men, whereby we must be saved” Acts 4:10-12.

PPPP does not, of course, know what a Christian is. Addressing “..the body of Christ, and
members in particular” 1 Corinthians 12:27 Paul defines what a Christian is — regardless of
Protestantism, fundamentalism, evangelicalism or any other ism - about which Biblical definition
PPPP is clearly clueless.

“But ye are not in the flesh, but in the Spirit, if so be that the Spirit of God dwell in you. Now if
any man have not the Spirit of Christ, he is none of his” Romans 8:9.

Bro. Davis is therefore right to dismiss the site that PPPP refers to as “a thing of nought” lsaiah
29:21, 41:12, Jeremiah 14:14, Amos 6:13. However, accessing the site leads to the following site
that belongs to a splinter Catholic group in New York www.mostholyfamilymonastery.com/. This
group professes that all popes from at least as far back as Paul VI are heretics and are therefore
called Sedevacantists en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Most_Holy Family Monastery i.e. vacant-seatists, pro-
fessing that the so-called papal throne or seat has been occupied by heretics from at least as far back
as Paul VI and still awaits its rightful occupant. PPPP’s group is therefore at odds with conventional
Catholics as well as with King James Bible believers. All Catholics, whether conventional or Sede-
vacantist, will of course soon get their desired occupant for the papal seat but they won’t appreciate
the outcome. Neither will they get any understanding from it.

“And the beast which | saw was like unto a leopard, and his feet were as the feet of a bear, and his
mouth as the mouth of a lion: and the dragon gave him his power, and his seat, and great authori-
ty...Here is wisdom. Let him that hath understanding count the number of the beast: for it is the
number of a man; and his number is Six hundred threescore and six” Revelation 13:2, 18.

“And the fifth angel poured out his vial upon the seat of the beast; and his kingdom was full of
darkness; and they gnawed their tongues for pain, And blasphemed the God of heaven because of
their pains and their sores, and repented not of their deeds” Revelation 16:10-11.
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The annotations to First Exchange, This Writer’s Response to PPPP’s objections to “the scripture
of truth” Daniel 10:21 the 1611 Holy Bible from First Exchange, April 26" 2014 now follow.

e Incomplete, non-identical and supposedly spurious manuscript sources for the 1611 Holy Bible

Also Protestantism does not have “scripture” in light of the fol-
lowing: The top ‘conservative’ Protestant “biblical scholar” on the
planet D.A. Carson explained: “What we possess is something over
2,100 lectionary manuscripts, more than 2,700 minuscules, Jjust over
260 uncials, and about 80 papyri. To keep things in perspective,
however, it is important to remember that the wvast majority of
these 5,000 or so manuscripts are fragmentary, preserving a few
verses or a few books. Only about 50 of these 5,000 contain the
entire New Testament, and only one of these 50 is an uncial (viz.,
codex Sinaiticus). Most of the manuscripts, however, do contain the
four Gospels.” (D.A. Carson, The King James Version Debate - A
Plea for Realism, p. 18.)

D. A. Carson is not a “biblical scholar” of any persuasion. D. A. Carson’s lack of scholar-
ship is apparent in that he has been unable to show, at least according to PPPP’s citation of him, any
New Testament passages of scripture that do not have some Greek attestation and in that he is una-
ware of the actual contents of Codex x Aleph Sinaiticus. The contents of Codex & Aleph Sinaiticus
reveal its satanic nature such that it could never be perceived as a trustworthy witness to the New
Testament text, unlike of the bulk of Greek New Testament sources that bear witness to the 1611
Holy Bible New Testament. Gail Riplinger states in New Age Bible Versions pp 557ff, her emphasis.

“Sinaiticus (Aleph) adds two books after Revelation, both written in the same handwriting as the re-
mainder...These two books, The Shepherd of Hermas and The Epistle of Barnabas, spell out in detail
the entire New Age scenario, including commands to do the things God specifically forbids, such as:

1. Take ‘the name’ of the beast.

Give ‘up to the beast’.

Form a one world government.

Kill those not receiving his ‘name’.

Worship female virgins.

Receive ‘another spirit’.

Seek power.

Believe that God is immanent in his creation, as a pantheistic, monistic Hindu god.

© © N o g &~ w D

Avoid marriage; permit fornication.

10. Abstain from fasting.

11. Subscribe to the New Age Root Race Theory.

12. Be saved by being baptized and keeping the ‘twelve’ mandates of the Antichrist.”

“If, after reading the following pages, the reader finds manuscript Aleph to be ‘most reliable,’ ‘ac-
curate,’ preferred,’ ‘the most highly valued,” and of ‘pre-eminent excellence,” as new version editors
assert, then I've got a membership card for you in the Ghostly Guild too.”
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What follows are some of extracts from The Shepherd of Hermas and The Epistle of Barnabas given
in New Age Bible Versions, together in turn with Sister Riplinger’s scriptural comments.

““Whoever shall not receive His name shall not enter the kingdom of God.”

“Rev. 13:16, 17 says the Antichrist will cause “all, both small and great, rich and poor, free and
bond, to receive a mark in their right hand, or in their foreheads: And that no man might buy or
sell, save he that had the mark, or the name of the beast, or the number of his name.”

’

““The seal then is the water, so they go down into the water dead, and they come up alive.’

“Baptism, as an initiation rite of the New Age is discussed fully in chapter 14 [New Age Versions];
Apostate Christianity, along with ‘ancient mystery cults,’ believe baptism itself imparts spiritual life.

)

““These twelve tribes which inhabit the whole world are twelve nations.’

“The New Age scenario calls for a one world government ‘divided’ into twelve segments. (See Vera
Alder’s When Humanity Comes of Age.) Also see Dan. 11:39 where the Antichrist will “divide the
land for gain.”

““I took courage and gave myself up to the beast.”

“Giving up to the beast is in opposition to Rev. 15:2 which says Christians “had gotten the victory
over the beast...having the harps of God.”

““But some repented and believed and submitted themselves to those that had understanding...but if
not, ye shall be delivered unto him to be put to death.”

“Rev. 20:4 says, “l saw thrones, and they sat upon them, and judgment was given unto them: and
I saw the souls of them that were beheaded for the witness of Jesus, and for the word of God, and
which had not worshipped the beast, neither his image, neither had received his mark upon their
foreheads, or in their hands.” Jesus said the Antichrist “shall cause them to be put to death,”
Mark 13:12.

““But the other which...have not received the seal have been replaced...their possessions must be
cut off them. The Lord dwelleth in men that love peace, for to him peace is dear, but from the con-
tentious...this thy deed punish thee with death.”

“Rev. 13:16, 17 says “And he caused all, both small and great, rich and poor, free and bond, to
receive a mark in their right hand, or in their foreheads: And that no man might buy or sell, save
he that had the mark” Daniel 8 and 11 say, “He shall enter peaceably...he shall scatter among
them the...spoil and riches and by peace shall destroy many...But he shall have power over the
treasures of gold and silver.””

The following is from the Epistle of Barnabas, with Dr Mrs Riplinger’s comments.

““The Black One is crooked and full of a curse. Offer resistance that the Black One may not effect
an entrance.”

“New Age Root Race theory teaches that Christians, Jews, and certain ‘dark’ races are the ‘Black
Lodge.’ In reference to this group, the New Age ‘Great invocation’ prays, “seal the door where evil
dwells.””

““Satan...is Lord” (Ch. 68)”

“2 Corinthians 4.:4 says Satan is the “god (Small g) of this world.” 1 Corinthians 8:5 says “/T]here
be gods many and lords many.” 1 Timothy 6:15 says Jesus Christ is “Lord of lords” (small | for the
false ‘lords’). Satan can never be Lord (capital L).”

PPPP is of “that old serpent, called the Devil, and Satan, which deceiveth the whole world” Reve-
lation 12:9, D. A. Carson and PPPP being among the deceived, of whom Paul said “But evil men
and seducers shall wax worse and worse, deceiving, and being deceived” 2 Timothy 3:13.
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PPPP further states, referring to Carson He also explains that no two manuscripts
agree in every detail. “By contrast, the New Testament, as I have
said, is preserved in five thousand Greek manuscripts and eight
thousand manuscripts of versions. Yet despite this abundant supply
of manuscript evidence, this providential wealth of material suffi-
cient to embarrass the most industrious textual critic, it is a
stark fact that no two manuscripts agree in every detail.” (D.A.
Carson, The King James Version Debate - A Plea for Realism, pp. 18-
19.). Now it is crucial to realize that working from the assump-
tion of sola scriptura (i.e., the position that a book is the ONLY
inerrant rule of faith and practice) the Protestant cannot be sure
what “scripture” is: due to the aforementioned fact about the im-
perfection of extant biblical manuscripts. You cannot identify
WHICH MANUSCRIPT of the many thousands there are: that is a facsim-
ile copy of the original inspired writings: You are fallible and on-
ly have your fallible opinion. Furthermore even if you did (which
is of course absolutely impossible) many passages are missing and
thus incomplete and you have no way of knowing what was originally
there. Is it not a contradiction to believe the “word of God” (as
you construe it) is preserved when the facts indicate otherwise?
This crushes sola scriptura.

No bible believer is dependent on a facsimile copy of the original inspired
writings for “The words of the LORD” Psalm 12:6. PPPP is merely displaying his wilful igno-
rance of “the scripture of truth” Daniel 10:21.

“Then took Jeremiah another roll, and gave it to Baruch the scribe, the son of Neriah; who wrote
therein from the mouth of Jeremiah all the words of the book which Jehoiakim king of Judah had
burned in the fire: and there were added besides unto them many like words” Jeremiah 36:32.

That said, the facts of textual transmission from ancient sources and preservation of the purity of the
text that underlies the 1611 Holy Bible are given in the following extracts from earlier works by this
writer. Unlike D. A. Carson and PPPP with his mental meanderings of an unidentified 10" century
monk, see First Exchange, April 26™ 2014, the researchers cited “speak forth the words of truth
and soberness” Acts 26:25. Note that no Bible believer has to resort to extant Greek manuscripts for
“the scripture of truth” Daniel 10:21 because as shown it was preserved entire and unblemished in
the texts of pre-1611 Bibles the texts of which were brought to perfection in the 1611 Holy Bible.

PPPP of course cannot cite from Carson or any other source any let alone many missing passages of
scripture from the testimony of the Greek sources. It is necessary therefore simply to show how, as a
whole, the bulk of extant Greek sources does bear witness to the New Testament text of the 1611
Holy Bible and is overwhelmingly an unbroken witness to that text from when it was first written.

Some overlap with the items First, Second, Third and Final Exchange, April 27" 2014, This
Writer’s Response will be observed in the extracts that follow. It is hoped that this overlap will
help readers according to Paul’s exhortation. “Finally, my brethren, rejoice in the Lord. T0 write
the same things to you, to me indeed is not grievous, but for you it is safe” Philippians 3:1.
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Extract from www.timefortruth.co.uk/why-av-only/why-the-av-only-7434.php Laodicean Lenny is
a Christian anarchist wise in his own conceit pp 4-6. The following extract shows that the manu-
script sources for the 1611 Holy Bible are not fragmentary, contradictory or spurious as D. A. Carson
and PPPP insinuate. The King James translators’ knowledge of their Biblical sources was far in ad-
vance of that of “the two tails of these smoking firebrands” 1saiah 7:4 Carson and PPPP. See the
summary statement by Dr Fulke. Further information is given on The Pure Bible of the Waldenses
and Jerome’s insidious Vulgate. See Introduction and First Exchange, This Writer’s Response.

See www.timefortruth.co.uk/why-av-only/ The Great Bible Robbery pp 9-14 and this extract, p 14
that summarises how the NIV New Testaments are basically Catholic texts derived from the 1582
Jesuit Rheims New Testament.

Conclusions from Table 1

1. Table 1 lists 141 New Testament readings where the 1984 and 2011 NIVs agree with the 1582
Jesuit Rheims New Testament and the NJB [New Jerusalem Bible] against the AV1611.

Wilkinson’s work is very helpful in these respects.

See kjv.benabraham.com/html/our authorized bible vindicated.html.

See these extracts from kjv.benabraham.com/html/chapter-2.html with respect to the corrupt
sources underlying the NIVs via Jerome’s Latin Vulgate, the 1582 Jesuit Rheims New Testament de-
rived from it and the Waldensen Bibles that the King James translators possessed.

The Vaticanus Manuscript (Codex B) and the Sinaiticus Manuscript (Codex Aleph x) belong to the
Eusebio-Origen type, and many authorities believe that they were actually two of the fifty copies
prepared for Constantine by Eusebius. Dr. Robertson singles out these two manuscripts as possibly
two of the fifty Constantine Bibles. He says:

“Constantine himself ordered fifty Greek Bibles from Eusebius, Bishop of Caesarea, for the churches
in Constantinople. It is quite possible that Aleph (X) and B are two of these fifty”” [A.T. Robertson,
Introduction of Textual Criticism of the N.T.]...

It is evident that the so-called Christian Emperor gave to the Papacy his [endorsement] of the Euse-
bio-Origen Bible. It was from this type of manuscript that Jerome translated the Latin Vulgate which
became the authorized Catholic Bible for all time.

The Latin Vulgate, the Sinaiticus, the Vaticanus, the Hexapla, Jerome, Eusebius, and Origen, are
terms for ideas that are inseparable in the minds of those who know. The type of Bible selected by
Constantine has held the dominating influence at all times in the history of the Catholic Church.
This Bible was different from the Bible of the Waldenses, and, as a result of this difference, the Wal-
denses were the object of hatred and cruel persecution, as we shall now show. In studying this histo-
ry, we shall see how it was possible for the pure manuscripts, not only to live, but actually to gain the
ascendance in the face of powerful opposition...

The Reformers held that the Waldensian Church was formed about 120 A.D., from which date on,
they passed down from father to son the teachings they received from the apostles [Allix]. The Latin
Bible, the Italic, was translated from the Greek not later than 157 A.D. [Scrivener]. We are indebted
to Beza, the renowned associate of Calvin, for the statement that the Italic Church dates from 120
AD...

Waldensian influence, both from the Waldensian Bibles and from Waldensian relationships, entered
into the King James translation of 1611. Referring to the King James translators, one author [Dr
Benjamin Warfield] speaks thus of a Waldensian Bible they used:

“It is known that among modern [i.e. contemporary] versions they consulted was an Italian, and
though no name is mentioned, there cannot be room for doubt that it was the elegant translation
made with great ability from the original Scriptures by Giovanni Diodati, which had only recently
(1607) appeared at Geneva™...
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It is therefore evident that the translators of 1611 had before them four Bibles which had come under
Waldensian influence: the Diodati in Italian, the Olivetan in French, the Lutheran in German, and the
Genevan in English. We have every reason to believe that they had access to at least six Waldensian
Bibles written in the old Waldensian vernacular.

See these extracts from:

kjv.benabraham.com/html/chapter-3.html and kjv.benabraham.com/html/chapter-4.html.

with respect to the pre-1611 scholarship that proved that the 1582 Jesuit Rheims New Testament
i.e. the prototype NIV was but an offspring of Jerome’s corrupt Latin Vulgate.

The Reformation did not make great progress until after the Received Text had been restored to the
world. The Reformers were not satisfied with the Latin Vulgate.

The papal leaders did not comprehend the vast departure from the truth they had created when they
had rejected the lead of the pure teachings of the Scriptures. The spurious books [the Apocrypha] of
the Vulgate opened the door for the mysterious and the dark doctrines which had confused the think-
ing of the ancients. The corrupt readings of the genuine books decreased the confidence of people in
inspiration and increased the power of the priests [the spawning ground for today’s ‘originals-
onlyists’ and academic AV1611 critics]. All were left in a labyrinth of darkness from which there
was no escape. Cartwright, the famous Puritan scholar, described the Vulgate as follows:

“As to the Version adapted by the Rhemists (Cartwright’s word for the Jesuits), Mr. Cartwright ob-
served that all the soap and nitre they could collect would be insufficient to cleanse the Vulgate from
the filth of blood in which it was originally conceived and had since collected in passing so long
through the hands of unlearned monks, from which the Greek copies had altogether escaped”
[Brooke’s Memoir of the Life of Cartwright].

More than this, the Vulgate was the chief weapon relied upon to combat and destroy the Bible of the
Waldenses. | quote from the preface of the New Testament translated by the Jesuits from the Vul-
gate into English, 1582 A.D.:

“It is almost three hundred years since James Archbishop of Genoa, is said to have translated the Bi-
ble into Italian. More than two hundred years ago, in the days of Charles V the French king, was it
put forth faithfully in French, the sooner to shake out of the deceived people's hands, the false hereti-
cal translations of a sect called Waldenses”...

See these extracts from kjv.benabraham.com/html/chapter-4.html.

The principal object of the Rhemish translators was not only to circulate their doctrines through the
country, but also to depreciate as much as possible the English translations [Brooke].

The appearance of the Jesuit New Testament of 1582 produced consternation in England. It was un-
derstood at once to be a menace against the new English unity. It was to serve as a wedge between
Protestants and Catholics. It was the product of unusual ability and years of learning. Immediately,
the scholarship of England was astir. Queen Elizabeth sent forth the call for a David to meet this
Goliath. Finding no one in her kingdom satisfactory to her, she sent to Geneva, where Calvin was
building up his great work, and besought Beza, the co-worker of Calvin, to undertake the task of an-
swering the objectionable matter contained in this Jesuit Version. In this department of learning, Be-
za was easily recognized as chief. To the astonishment of the Queen, Beza modestly replied that her
majesty had within her own realm, a scholar more able to undertake the task than he. He referred to
Thomas Cartwright, the great Puritan divine. Beza said, “The sun does not shine on a greater scholar
than Cartwright.”

Cartwright was a Puritan, and Elizabeth disliked the Puritans as much as she did the Catholics. She
wanted an Episcopalian or a Presbyterian to undertake the answer. Cartwright was ignored. But
time was passing and English Protestantism wanted Cartwright. The universities of Cambridge and
Oxford, Episcopalian though they were, sent to Cartwright a request signed by their outstanding
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scholars [Brooke]. Cartwright decided to undertake it. He reached out one arm and grasped all the
power of the Latin manuscripts and testimony. He reached out his other arm and in it he embraced
all the vast stores of Greek and Hebrew literature. With inescapable logic, he [marshalled] the facts
of his vast learning and [levelled] blow after blow against this latest and most dangerous product of
Catholic theology...

See these extracts from kjv.benabraham.com/html/chapter-5.htm| with respect to the 1611 Holy
Bible, its comprehensive sources and its unparalleled scholarly compilation of which Lenny appears
to be largely ignorant.

Origin of the King James Version

After the life and death struggles with Spain, and the hard fought battle to save the English people
from the Jesuit Bible of 1582, victorious Protestantism took stock of its situation and organized for
the new era which had evidently dawned. A thousand ministers, it is said, sent in a petition, called
the Millenary Petition, to King James who had now succeeded Elizabeth as sovereign. One author
describes the petition as follows:

“...Among other of their demands, Dr. Reynolds, who was the chief speaker in their behalf, requested
that there might be a new translation of the Bible, without note or comment” [McClure].

The strictest [i.e. most Biblical] element of Protestantism, the Puritan, we conclude, was at the bot-
tom of this request for a new and accurate translation, and the Puritan element on the committee ap-
pointed was strong [McClure].

The language of the Jesuit Bible had stung the sensibilities and the scholarship of Protestants. In the
preface of that book it had criticized and belittled the Bible of the Protestants. The Puritans felt that
the corrupted version of the Rheimists was spreading poison among the people, even as formerly by
withholding the Bible, Rome had starved the people [Brooke]...

The [Unrivalled] Scholarship of the Reformers

...In view of the vast stores of material which were available to verify the certainty of the Bible at the
time of the Reformation, and the prodigious [labours] of the Reformers in this material for a century,
it is very erroneous to think that they had not been sufficiently overhauled by 1611.

It was said of one of the translators of the King James that “such was his skill in all languages, espe-
cially the Oriental, that had he been present at the confusion of tongues at Babel, he might have
served as Interpreter-General” [McClure]. It is an exaggerated idea, much exploited by those who
are attacking the Received Text [like Lenny], that we of the present have greater resources of infor-
mation, as well as more valuable, than had the translators of 1611. The Reformers themselves con-
sidered their sources of information perfect. Doctor Fulke says:

“But as for the Hebrew and Greek that now is, (it) may easily be proved to be the same that always
hath been; neither is there any diversity in sentence, howsoever some copies, either through negli-
gence of the writer, or by any other occasion, do vary from that which is commonly and most gener-
ally received in some letters, syllables, or words” [Fulke].

We cannot censure the Reformers for considering their sources of information sufficient and authen-
tic enough to settle in their minds the infallible inspiration of the Holy Scriptures, since we have a
scholar of repute to-day rating their material as high as the material of the present. Doctor Jacobus
thus indicates the relative value of information available to Jerome, to the translators of the King
James, and to the Revisers of 1900:

“On the whole, the differences in the matter of the sources available in 390, 1590, and 1890 are not
very serious” [Jacobus].

PPPP is among those of whom David said “Whose mouth speaketh vanity, and their right hand is a
right hand of falsehood” Psalm 144:8.
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Extract from www.timefortruth.co.uk/why-av-only/why-the-av-only-7434.php The 1611 Holy Bible
versus Bible Critic Jacob Prasch pp 43-44. Note that this extract expands upon the statement under
Second Exchange, April 27" 2014, This Writer’s Response pp also fails to understand that a late
manuscript can and does embody an early text.

See also www.timefortruth.co.uk/why-av-only/ ‘O Biblios’ — The Book pp 94-96, 97-99 with respect
to the ‘oldest and best” and ‘weighed not counted’ speculations and Carson’s and PPPP’s hang-up
about non-identical manuscripts.

Brake, [Counterfeit or Genuine? Mark 16? John 8? 2" Edition David Otis Fuller, D.D.] p 211,
wrote his thesis for Master of Theology at Dallas Theological Seminary on The Doctrine of the
Preservation of the Scriptures. He states “Although there are variants within the Textus Receptus
these are extremely few and often trivial, which demonstrates the highly stable character of the man-
uscript tradition.” Hodges continues, [Which Bible? 5 Edition David Otis Fuller, D.D pp 33-37].

“No one has yet explained how a long, slow process spread out over many centuries as well as over
a wide geographical area, and involving a multitude of copyists, who often knew nothing of the state
of the text outside of their own monasteries or scriptoria, could achieve this widespread uniformity
out of the diversity presented by the earlier forms of text. Even an official edition of the New Testa-
ment...would have great difficulty achieving this result as the history of Jerome’s Vulgate demon-
strates.”

Here Hodges notes “the more than 8000 Vulgate manuscripts which are extant today exhibit the
greatest amount of cross contamination of textual types.” He continues.

“But an unguided process achieving relative stability and uniformity in the diversified textual, his-
torical, and cultural circumstances in which the New Testament was copied, imposes impossible
strains on our imagination.

“Herein lies the greatest weakness of contemporary textual criticism. Denying to the Majority text
any claim to represent the actual form of the original text, it is nevertheless unable to explain its rise,
its comparative uniformity, and its dominance in any satisfactory manner. All these factors can be
rationally accounted for, however, if the Majority text represents simply the continuous transmission
of the original text from the very first. All minority text forms [i.e. Codices B Vaticanus and x Aleph
Sinaiticus that underlie Jerome’s Vulgate that PPPP idolises] are, on this view, merely divergent off-
shoots of the broad stream of transmission whose source is the autographs themselves...”

The analogy of textual transmission as a flowing stream is described by Grady [Final Authority Wil-
liam P. Grady] pp 60-61, citing the work of Pickering and Scrivener to refute the notion that the old-
est texts are automatically the best.

“The “oldest is best” advocate will often resort to the analogy of a flowing stream. This line of rea-
soning assumes...that the closer one gets to the stream’s source, the purer the water MUST
be...Pickering throws in the proverbial monkey wrench:

“This is normally true, no doubt, but what if a sewer pipe empties into the stream a few yards below
the spring? Then the process is reversed - as the polluted water is exposed to the purifying action of
the sun and ground, THE FARTHER IT RUNS THE PURER IT BECOMES (unless it passes more
pipes). That is what happened to the stream of the New Testament transmission. Very near to the
source, by 100 A.D. at least, THE POLLUTION STARTED GUSHING INTO THE PURE STREAM.”

Grady continues “the available manuscript evidence supports this conclusion by exhibiting both an
excessive corruption in the earliest manuscripts and an exceptional coherence in the latter. While
Colwell affirms, “The overwhelming majority of readings were created before the year 200,”
Scrivener summarises his research as follows:

“It is no less true to fact than paradoxical in sound, that the worst corruptions to which the New Tes-
tament has ever been subjected, originated within a hundred years after it was composed; that Ire-
naeus and the African Fathers and the whole Western, with a portion of the Syrian Church, used far
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inferior manuscripts to those employed by Stucia, or Erasmus, or Stephen thirteen centuries later,
when moulding the Textus Receptus ...

Pickering [New Age Bible Versions] p 476 states that “We are not judging between two text forms,
one representing 80% of the MSS. and the other 20%. Rather, we have to judge between 80-90%
and a fraction of 1% ...

Our critic [like Carson and PPPP] regards as an “insoluble problem” the fact that “no two mss. in
the Byzantine or T.R. tradition agree perfectly.” He therefore maintains that “this tradition is not
better off than any other.” Dr Hills [Believing Bible Study] p 196 compares “the printed Textus Re-
ceptus to the Traditional New Testament text found in the majority of the Greek New Testament
manuscripts.”

“These two texts are virtually identical. Kirsopp Lake and his associates (1928) demonstrated this
fact...they came to the conclusion that in the 11" chapter of Mark “the most popular text in the man-
uscripts of the tenth to the fourteenth century” differed from the Textus Receptus only four times.
This small number of differences seems almost negligible in...that in this same chapter Aleph B [un-
derlying Jerome’s Vulgate that PPPP idolises] and D differ from the Textus Receptus 69, 71, and 95
times respectively...in this same chapter B differs from Aleph 34 times and from D 102 times
and...Aleph differs from D 100 times”...

Hodges concludes his evaluation of the Majority text [Which Bible? 5" Edition David Otis Fuller,
D.D.] p 37 [in a scholarly fashion unbeknown to either Carson or PPPP]: “The manuscript tradition
of an ancient book will, under any but the most exceptional circumstances, multiply in a reasonably
regular fashion with the result that the copies nearest the autograph will normally have the largest
number of descendants. The further removed from the history of transmission a text becomes from
its source the less time it has to leave behind a large family of offspring. Hence, in a large tradition
where a pronounced unity is observed between...eighty percent of the evidence, a very strong pre-
sumption is raised that this numerical preponderance is due to direct derivation from the very oldest
sources. In the absence of any convincing contrary explanation, this presumption is raised to a very
high level of probability indeed. Thus the Majority text, upon which the King James Version is
based, has in reality the strongest claim possible to be regarded as an authentic representation of the
original text. This claim is quite independent of any shifting consensus of scholarly judgment about
its readings and is based on the objective reality of its dominance in the transmissional history of the
New Testament text. This dominance has not and - we venture to suggest - cannot be otherwise ex-
plained”...

Dean Burgon has this evaluation of the manuscripts from which Jerome derived the Latin Vulgate
that PPPP idolises, noting this extract from the Introduction to this work.

Benjamin Wilkinson states The Latin Vulgate, the Sinaiticus, the Vaticanus, the Hexapla, Jerome,
Eusebius, and Origen, are terms for ideas that are inseparable in the minds of those who know. The
type of Bible selected by Constantine has held the dominating influence at all times in the history of
the Catholic Church. This Bible was different from the Bible of the Waldenses, and, as a result of
this difference, the Waldenses were the object of hatred and cruel persecution...

See kjv.benabraham.com/html/chapter-2.html Our Authorized Bible Vindicated Chapter 2 The Bible
Adopted by Constantine and the Pure Bible of the Waldenses. Burgon’s evaluation follows from ‘O
Biblios’ — The Book p 97.

Burgon’s analysis continues [True or False? 2" Edition David Otis Fuller, D.D.] p 192: “Drs
Westcott and Hort require us to believe that the authors of the (imaginary) Syrian Revisions of A.D.
250 and A.D. 350, interpolated the genuine text of the Gospels with between 2877 (B) and 3455
(Aleph) spurious words; mutilated the genuine text in respect of between 536 (B) and 839 (Aleph)
words, substituted for as many genuine words, between 935 (B) and 1114 (Aleph) uninspired words,
licentiously transposed between 2098 (B) and 2299 (Aleph); and in respect to number, case, mood,
tense, person, etc., altered without authority between 1132 (B) and 1265 (Aleph) words...The illus-
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trious professor invites us to believe that the mistaken textual judgment pronounced at Antioch in
A.D. 350 had an immediate effect on the text of Scripture throughout the world. We are requested to
suppose that it resulted in the instantaneous extinction of codices like B Aleph, wherever found; and
caused codices of the A type [in support of the Gospels as found in the 1611 Holy Bible] to spring up
like mushrooms in their place, and that, in every library of ancient Christendom...We read and mar-
vel!l”...

Pickering [True or False? 2" Edition p 231] continues:

“Burgon, the only man, living or dead, who ever personally collated all five of the old uncials
(Aleph, A, B, C, D) throughout the Gospels, asserted that it is actually easier to find two consecutive
verses in which B and Aleph differ from each other than two consecutive verses in which they entire-
ly agree.” Pickering also shows that, although the Byzantine manuscripts overwhelmingly bear wit-
ness to the Traditional TEXT, see above, the manuscripts themselves cannot be grouped as a “fami-
Iy”. Fuller [Which Bible? 5 Edition] p 264, states “It would be difficult to find even two “identical”
manuscripts.”

Neither Carson nor PPPP has therefore come up with anything new. Their lack of understanding of
manuscript and textual transmission has been answered long ago. Pickering, True or False? 2" Edi-
tion p 231, has these further citations that resolve Carson’s and PPPP’s hang-up about non-identical
manuscripts. The following citation is in turn further proof that PPPP has lied in his comment that
The KJV is not based on any ancient manuscripts but on a corrupt
line and strain of 10th century Byzantine Manuscripts started by a
single Monk: whose errors where then copied and circulated by other
manuscript transcribing Monks.

The cursive manuscripts actually date from the 9" century, which itself gives the lie to PPPP’s asser-
tion above. PPPP is not very precise with his dating. See First Exchange, This Writer’s Response
for information on Matthew 6:13 and its 9" century cursive support and ‘O Biblios’ — The Book p 4
www.timefortruth.co.uk/why-av-only/.

See later for more details on PPPP’s fiction that The KJV is filled with over 33,000
errors! thanks in part to this anonymous single Monk. Most of those supposed errors would
be Old Testament readings. The King James Old Testament is of course based on Hebrew sources,
not10th century Byzantine Manuscripts or Byzantine manuscripts from any other cen-
tury. PPPP does not seem to have realised that. Pickering’s analysis continues.

“Of the “Byzantine” text, Zuntz says that the great bulk of Byzantine manuscripts defies all attempts
to group them”... Clark says much the same.

““The main conclusion regarding the Byzantine text is that it was extremely fluid. Any single manu-
script may be expected to show a score of shifting affinities. Yet within the variety and confusion, a
few textual types have been distinguished.... These types are not closely grouped like the families,
but are like the broad Milky Way including many members within a general affinity...””

As Benjamin Wilkinson states, see above, The Latin Vulgate, the Sinaiticus, the Vaticanus, the Hex-
apla, Jerome, Eusebius, and Origen are terms for ideas that are inseparable in the minds of those
who know. They do not, however, have “a general affinity” as the sources of the Byzantine text do.
Citing Colwell, Pickering says of their text that ““iz is an artificial entity that never existed.””

The Latin Vulgate, the Sinaiticus, the Vaticanus, the Hexapla, Jerome, Eusebius, and Origen are
terms for ideas that are not “like the broad Milky Way ™ but instead “wandering stars, to whom is
reserved the blackness of darkness for ever” Jude 13.
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Extract from www.timefortruth.co.uk/why-av-only/why-the-av-only-7434.php The 1611 Holy Bible
versus Rick Norris p 17. The statements given below about Rick Norris apply equally to PPPP and
show further the stark contrast between “the broad Milky Way” and “wandering stars, to whom is
reserved the blackness of darkness for ever” Jude 13.

Benjamin Wilkinson concludes his Chapter 2 [kjv.benabraham.com/html/chapter-2.html] as follows.

NOTE: The two great families of Greek Bibles are well illustrated in the work of that outstanding
scholar, Erasmus. Before he gave to the Reformation the New Testament in Greek, he divided all
Greek MSS into two classes: those which agreed with the Received Text and those which agreed with
the Vaticanus MS...

THE TWO PARALLEL STREAMS OF BIBLES

Apostles (Ongmal) Apostates (Corrupt Onginals)
Received Text Sinaiticus and Vaticanus Bible
(Greek) (Greek)

Waldensian Bible Vulgate (Latin) Church of
{Itahc) Rome's Bible

Erasmus Vaticanus

(Received Text Restored) (Greek)

Luther’'s Bible, Dutch, French, French, Spamish, Itahan, etc.,
Italian, etc., (Received Text) {from Vulgate)

Tyndale (English) 1535 Rheins (English) from Vulgate
(from Received Text) {(Jeswut Bible of 1582)

Eing James, 1611 Oxford Movement

Wetscott and Hort (B and Aleph),
Enghsh Fevised 1881

Dr. Philip Schaff (B and Aleph),
American Revised 1901

The King James from the Received Text has been the Bible of the English speaking world for 300
years. This has given the Received Text, and the Bibles translated from it into other tongues, stand-
ing and authority. At the same time, it neutralized the dangers of the Catholic manuscripts and the
Bibles in other tongues translated from them.

Note that Sister Riplinger’s statements about the 1611 Holy Bible refer to a sevenfold purified Eng-
lish Text that derived in part from a pure Greek Majority or Received or Traditional Text but one
that God has finished with. The researches of Hodges, Moorman and Wilkinson show that the Jesuit
statements that Rick Norris falsely likens to Sister Riplinger’s stance are based on a comparison of
Jerome’s Vulgate with a Received Greek text that was different from the texts of Vaticanus and Sina-
iticus from which Jerome translated his Latin Vulgate. See parallel lists above.

Unable “To make a difference between the unclean and the clean” Leviticus 11:47 or “to dis-
cern...the difference between the holy and profane” Ezekiel 44:23, Rick Norris should pay careful
attention to Paul’s exhortation to the Hebrews.
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“For every one that useth milk is unskilful in the word of righteousness: for he is a babe. But
strong meat belongeth to them that are of full age, even those who by reason of use have their
senses exercised to discern both good and evil ” Hebrews 5:13-14.

That is, the manuscript sources for the 1611 Holy Bible are not fragmentary, contradictory or spuri-
ous as D. A. Carson and PPPP insinuate. The King James translators’ knowledge of their Biblical
sources was far in advance of that of “the two tails of these smoking firebrands” 1saiah 7:4 Carson
and PPPP.

In sum it is not Sola Scriptura that is crushed but as indicated in the Introduction “the scripture of
truth” Daniel 10:21 the 1611 Holy Bible “my word like as a fire...saith the LORD; and like a
hammer...breaketh the rock in pieces” Jeremiah 23:29 “For their rock is not as our Rock, even our
enemies themselves being judges. For their vine is of the vine of Sodom, and of the fields of Go-
morrah: their grapes are grapes of gall, their clusters are bitter: Their wine is the poison of drag-
ons, and the cruel venom of asps” Deuteronomy 32:31-33.

PPPP should therefore take careful note of what awaits both him and his church.

“Therefore shall her plagues come in one day, death, and mourning, and famine; and she shall be
utterly burned with fire: for strong is the Lord God who judgeth her” Revelation 18:8.

Concerning PPPP’s falsehood that P.S. The KJV is filled with over 33,000 er-
rors! That is why over 33 Protestant scholars of the highest ‘emi-
nence’ backed and funded by 50 cooperating denominations made a re-
vision approved and ordered by the queen of England. The KJV is
not based on any ancient manuscripts but on a corrupt 1line and
strain of 10th century Byzantine Manuscripts started by a single
Monk: whose errors where then copied and circulated by other manu-
script transcribing Monks:

The non-existent over 33,000 errors in the 1611 Holy Bible is a crude adaption of the esti-
mated 36000 changes that Westcott and Hort made to the 1611 Holy Bible with their Revised Ver-
sion of which 5337 were made in the New Testament not 33,000 as PPPP carelessly implies. Dean
Burgon showed in The Revision Revised that the so-called scholarship of over 33 Protestant
scholars of the highest ‘eminence’ was extremely poor. As shown below, it was,
however, very pro-papist, which PPPP would appreciate.

Therefore PPPP has lied about the so-called scholarship of over 33 Protestant scholars
of the highest ‘eminence’ and has lied further about the 1611 Holy Bible in his comment
The KJV is not based on any ancient manuscripts but on a corrupt
line and strain of 10th century Byzantine Manuscripts started by a
single Monk: whose errors where then copied and circulated by other
manuscript transcribing Monks:

See ‘O Biblios’ — The Book pp 30-34 www.timefortruth.co.uk/why-av-only/ for detailed responses to
PPPP’s multiple lies reproduced above. References have been inserted but no format changes have
been made.
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6

The Defection of the Church of England

6.1 Westcott and Hort

[Which Bible? 5" Edition David Otis Fuller, D.D.] pp 262-318, [God Only Wrote One Bible Jasper
James Ray] pp 23-34, [An Understandable History Of The Bible Samuel C. Gipp Th.D.] Chapters 7,
8

The Devil was not slow to oppose the great blessings of revival, soul-winning and enterprise brought
about by the God-honoured AV1611 Holy Bible. Through the agency of his own papal church, Sa-
tan concentrated his attack on the nation which had produced the Book. His attack culminated in the
efforts of Westcott and Hort, two Cambridge academics, to displace the AV1611 as the English Bi-
ble by means of their own Revised Version, RV, based mainly on the text of the Alexandrian manu-
scripts, which in turn formed the basis of Roman Catholic bibles such as the Latin Vulgate and the
Jesuit Douay-Rheims. The attack developed as follows:

1. The Jesuit Counter-Reformation had begun even before the publication of the AV1611 [Which
Bible? 5™ Edition] pp 231-243.

2. Jesuits dominated the Council of Trent, 1546, convened to defeat the Reformation.

3. This council declared that belief in justification by faith alone was accursed, Canon IX, thus
cursing the Lord Jesus Christ, John 3:16 and that the Apocrypha and church tradition were of
equal authority with the Bible [Which Bible? 5" Edition] p 4.

4. Jesuits tried unsuccessfully to impose their own English bible translation on the English people,
1582, based on the Alexandrian text*2012,

*201250e Tables 1, 6.

5. The Counter-Reformation nevertheless gathered momentum with the emergence of “higher crit-
ics,” particularly Germans, who attacked the Received Text and exalted the Alexandrian text.
Among these critics were Schleiermacher, Griesbach, Wellhausen, Lachmann, Tischendorf and
Tregelles*?°*2, They were the new Gnostics.

*2012Tregelles was English, en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Samuel_Prideaux_Tregelles.

6. German higher criticism invaded England in the early 19" century, resulting in the Puseyite
movement to re-unite the Church of England with the Church of Rome. Cardinal Newman was
one of the early defectors*?%12,

*2012Gee Did The Catholic Church Give Us The Bible? by David Daniels, Chick Publications,
Chapter 8.

7. Romanising of the Church of England was well underway by 1870, when the Southern Convo-
cation of the Church of England called for revision of the Text of the AV1611*2°12, The North-
ern Convocation refused to take part and there was no such demand from the ordinary members
of the Church [God Only Wrote One Bible] pp 23-28.

*201250e www.timefortruth.co.uk/why-av-only/ AV1611 vs Rome — The Holy Bible vs The Unho-
ly Church!

The Revised New Testament was published in 1881.

The Cambridge academics, Westcott and Hort, were strongly influenced by Pusey, Newman and
Coleridge, who imported the new German Gnosticism to England and by Richard Simon [An
Understandable History Of The Bible] p 131, the Catholic priest, see Section 5.2.

10. Westcott and Hort compiled the Greek text, based largely on Codices Aleph and B, which was
“secretly committed” into the hands of the Revision Committee and used as the basis for the
Revised Version [Which Bible? 5" Edition] p 293.
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This text differs radically from the Received New Testament Text, in 5337 places or in about 2
of every 3 verses.

The RV in turn differs from the AV1611 in over 36000 places. This is more than one change in
every verse [Which Bible? 5" Edition] pp 294, 298, although the first working rule of the com-
mittee was that as few alterations as possible were to the introduced to the Text of the AV1611
[God Only Wrote One Bible] p 24.

Of the 25 members of the committee, only a small minority, led by Dr Scrivener, endeavoured to
abide by the rules and they were consistently outvoted by the others [Which Bible? 5" Edition] p
293.

The work of Westcott and Hort can be explained by their beliefs, expressed in their own words
[Which Bible? 5" Edition] pp 277-282, [New Age Bible Versions Gail Riplinger] pp 400-435,
[An Understandable History Of The Bible] pp 116-168. Even if clandestinely, they were serv-
ants of Satan and of Rome.

Hort states:
“The book which has most engaged me is Darwin...My feeling is strong that the theory is unan-
swerable.”

“Evangelicals seem to me perverted rather than untrue. There are, I fear, still more serious dif-
ferences between us on the subject of authority, and especially the authority of the Bible.”

“Think of the vile Textus Receptus leaning entirely on late mss., it is a blessing there are such
early ones.”

“I have been persuaded for many years that Mary-worship and ‘Jesus’-worship have very much
in common in their causes and their results.”
“Moody had great sincerity...but in matter is quite conventional and commonplace.”

“Westcott...and I have started a society for the investigation of ghosts...being all disposed to be-
lieve that such things really exist...our own temporary name is ‘the Ghostly Guild’.”

Westcott states:
“No one now (1890), I suppose, holds that the first three chapters of Genesis, for example, give
a literal history.”

“Behind a screen was a ‘Pieta’ the size of life (a Virgin and dead Christ)...Had I been alone I
could have knelt there for hours.”

“I never read an account of a miracle (of Christ), but I seem instinctively to feel its improbabil-
ity.”

“Christianity rests upon the central fact that the Word became flesh. This fact establishes not
only a brotherhood of men, but also a brotherhood of nations.”

Concerning Westcott and Hort’s approach to the Bible, Fuller states further that: “In spite of his
brave and oft quoted words to the effect that only a thousandth part of the New Testament Text is se-
riously in question, Hort himself did not feel that certainty was possible” [True or False? 2" Edition
David Otis Fuller, D.D.] p 279.

Would God choose such men to ‘revise’ His Book?? Would YOU?? Do you suppose that GOD has
as much sense as YOU??

“Have I not written to thee excellent things in counsels and knowledge, that I might make thee
know the certainty of the words of truth” Proverbs 22:20, 21b.
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6.2 1881, The Year of Infamy

1881, the year of the publication of the Revised Version, was indeed a year of infamy for the Body
of Christ. That same year, Professors Archibald Hodge and Benjamin Warfield of Princeton Theo-
logical Seminary attacked the Holy Bible by appealing to the lost ‘originals.” In The Presbyterian
Review in 1881, they said this.

“All the affirmations of Scripture...are without any error, when the ipsissima verba [the precise
words] of the original autographs are ascertained and interpreted in their natural and intended

12

sense.

See /commons.ptsem.edu/id/presbyterianrevi2618unse-dmd002 The Presbyterian Review, 1881, Vol.
2, No. 6, pp 237-238 and www.timefortruth.co.uk/why-av-only/ AV1611 vs Rome — The Holy Bible
vs The Unholy Church! See also www.bible-researcher.com/warfield4.html.

That is, only the ‘originals,” which you don’t have, are God’s words and only the ‘scholars’ can tell
you what God really said. So ‘scholarship’ is now the final authority for Protestants, just as the
Church is the final authority for Catholics. Today, Christian fundamentalists proclaim the heresy of
‘scholarship-onlyism’ or ‘originals-onlyism’ from pulpits up and down the land. Why no revival?
You have the answer.

6.3 John Burgon, Dean of Chicester

[Which Bible? 5" Edition] pp 86-105, [The King James Version Defended 3 Edition Edward F.
Hills Th.D., Chapter 6

standardbearers.net/uploads/The_King_James_Version_Defended Dr_Edward_F_Hills.pdf] p 139

In every age God has had men who like David have “served his own generation by the will of
God” Acts 13:36. Such a man was John Burgon. His scholarly refutation of Westcott and Hort’s
revisions to the Holy Bible, entitled The Revision Revised stands unchallenged to this day. See
www.gutenberg.org/ebooks/36722?msg=welcome_stranger#toc9.

1. Burgon was Fellow of Oriel College, Oxford, Gresham Professor of Divinity and Dean of
Chichester 1876-1888.

2. He was described as “a deep and laborious student...examining the original (i.e. extant) manu-
scripts on every occasion, and he himself discovered many manuscripts in his search for the
truth in textual matters...As for his learning, even his adversaries acknowledged that it was very
great” [Which Bible? 5" Edition] pp 86-87.

3. He personally scrutinised Codices Aleph and B, concluding “we suspect that these two mss. are
indebted for their preservation; SOLELY TO THEIR ASCERTAINED EVIL CHARACTER”
[Which Bible? 5™ Edition] pp 93-94.

4. Whereas Hort declared of the New Testament “we dare not introduce considerations which
could not reasonably be applied to other ancient texts,” Burgon “believed that the New Testa-
ment had been divinely inspired and providentially preserved...two basic verities which make the
textual criticism of the New Testament different from the textual criticism of any other book”

[Which Bible? 5" Edition] pp 102-103.

5. Burgon readily acknowledged the hand of Satan in the corruption of New Testament manu-
scripts: “Vanquished by THE WORD Incarnate, Satan next directed his subtle malice against
the WORD written. Hence...the extraordinary fate which befell certain early transcripts of the
Gospel” [The King James Version Defended 3' Edition] pp 140-141.

6. He was a staunch defender, not only of the Received Text but of the AV1611. Of the 1881 Re-
vision he said “We are thoroughly convinced that the project of a rival Translation is not to be
entertained for a moment. For ourselves we deprecate it entirely” [Which Bible? 5 Edition] p
105.
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7. Burgon carefully set out 7 tests of truth for manuscripts readings [Which Bible? 5" Edition] p
92:
1. Antiquity of witnesses

Number of witnesses

Variety of evidence

Respectability of witnesses

Continuity of witnesses

Context

Internal considerations

No gk owd

He declared that “In the balances of these seven Tests of Truth the speculations of the Westcott
and Hort school, which have bewitched millions are ‘Tekel,” weighed in the balances and found
wanting” [Which Bible? 5" Edition] p 92.

Of Westcott and Hort’s subjective exaltation of Codices Aleph, B, D, Burgon stated “In contrast
with this sojourn in cloudland, we are essentially of the earth though not earthy. We are nothing
if we are not grounded in facts: Our appeal is to facts, our test lies in facts” [Which Bible? 5%
Edition] p 91.

8. Hort had rejected the text of the majority of manuscripts by assuming that it represented a stand-
ardised text compiled by Lucian of Antioch in the 4" century [Famine In The Land Norman
Ward] pp 32-35. This was his so-called “conflation” or “recension’ theory in support of which
he could cite only a mere 8 verses. Hort’s theory is refuted utterly by Burgon, [The Revision
Revised Dean John William Burgon] pp 262, 271-294, who states that ... “Their [recension]
theory has at last forced them to make an appeal to Scripture and to produce some actual spec-
imens of their meaning. After ransacking the Gospels for 30 years, they have at last fastened
upon EIGHT.” Burgon concludes that “not a shadow of proof is forthcoming that any such re-
cension as Dr Hort imagines ever took place at all” [The Revision Revised] p 273.

9. Burgon vigorously defended scriptures rejected by Westcott and Hort using Aleph and B, for
example:

Mark 16:9-20

Although retained by the RV, this passage was deleted from Westcott and Hort’s Greek New Testa-
ment and is disputed by the NIV and other modern translations. Burgon showed that:

“With the exception of the two uncial mss. which have just been named (Aleph and B), there is not
one codex in existence, uncial or cursive (and we are acquainted with, at least, eighteen other unci-
als, and above six hundred cursive copies of this Gospel), which leaves out the last twelve verses of
Mark” [Counterfeit or Genuine? Mark 16? John 8? 2" Edition] p 60.

Burgon also cited overwhelming testimony from the ancient versions, lectionaries and church fathers
in favour of Mark 16:9-20 [Which Bible? 5" Edition] pp 168-169.

John 7:53-8:11

This passage is also omitted from the Westcott-Hort Greek text and disputed by the NIV and other
modern versions. Burgon showed that:

“An omission which owed its beginning to a moral scruple was eventually extended for a liturgical
consideration and resulted in severing twelve verses of St. John’s Gospel - chapter 7:53-8:11 - from
their lawful context” [Counterfeit or Genuine? Mark 16? John 8? 2" Edition David Otis Fuller],
D.D. pp 148-149. However, he states that “Jerome, who was familiar with Greek mss. (and who
handled none of later date than B and Aleph), expressly related that (the passage) “is found in many
copies both Greek and Latin”” [Counterfeit or Genuine? Mark 16? John 8? 2" Edition] p 146.
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Again, Burgon cited other evidence overwhelmingly in favour of the passage, including 61 of the 73
copies of John’s Gospel in the British Museum which contain the passage.

1 Timothy 3:16

The AV1611 reading “God was manifest in the flesh” is changed in the RV and most modern ver-
sions, including the NIV, to “He who was manifested in the flesh” or similar. Burgon showed that
OEOZ “Theos” or “God” was invariably written ®X, “THS” in the uncial manuscripts and could eas-
ily become OZ, “OS” or “who” [The Revision Revised] pp 425-426, as it appears in Aleph and C or
“O,”“which,” in D. These are the only unequivocal uncial witnesses against “THS” [The Revision
Revised] pp 426-443.

Writing to Bishop Ellicott, chairman of the RV committee, Burgon states that “The sum of the avail-
able cursive copies of S. Paul’s Epistles is exactly 254... Permit me to submit to your consideration as
a set off against those two copies of S. Paul’s Epistles which read og, “os” - the following TWO
HUNDRED AND FIFTY TWO COPIES which read ®cog “Theos”” [The Revision Revised] p 492.
Again, Burgon provides further evidence from early citations overwhelmingly in favour of the
AV1611 reading.

He warns Bishop Ellicott [The Revision Revised] p 430:

“It will be for you, afterwards, to come forward and prove that, on the contrary, “Theos” is a ‘plain
and clear error:’...You are further reminded, my lord Bishop, that unless you do this, you will be
considered by the whole Church to have dealt unfaithfully with the Word of God” [The Revision Re-
vised] p 430.

To this day, Burgon’s case has never been answered. Ever “Valiant for the truth” Jeremiah 9:3, he
sought to safeguard the Body of Christ from the peril about which the Earl of Shaftesbury gave sol-
emn warning in 1856.

“When you are confused or perplexed by a variety of versions, you would be obliged to go to some
learned pundit in whom you reposed confidence, and ask him which version he recommended; and
when you had taken his version, you must be bound by his opinion. 1 hold this to be the greatest
danger that now threatens us. It is a danger pressed upon us from Germany, and pressed upon us by
the neological spirit of the age. | hold it to be far more dangerous than Tractarianism, or Popery,
both of which I abhor from the bottom of my heart. This evil is tenfold more dangerous, tenfold more
subtle than either of these, because you would be ten times more incapable of dealing with the gigan-
tic mischief that would stand before you” [Which Bible? 5™ Edition] pp 274-75.

Burgon summarised his findings as follows [The Revision Revised] p 397: “My contention is, - NOT
that the Theory of Drs Westcott and Hort rests on an INSECURE foundation, but, that it rests on NO
FOUNDATION AT ALL.”

Such was the ‘eminence’ of the so-called scholarship of over 33 Protestant scholars of
the highest ‘eminence’ that PPPP lauds. They were like those of whom David said “men
of high degree are a lie: to be laid in the balance, they are altogether lighter than vanity” Psalm
62:9.

The issue of errors in extant Greek manuscripts has been addressed elsewhere. As usual with Bible
critics, PPPP has given a distorted picture.

See The 1611 Holy Bible versus Bible Critic Jacob Prasch p 61 www.timefortruth.co.uk/why-av-
only/why-the-av-only-7434.php and the following extract.

See Appendix 1 The 1611 Holy Bible versus Lying Jacob Prasch, Notes on Summary Table,
note 4 for examples of the more serious blemishes that entered the sources usually supportive of the
1611 Holy Bible New Testament. See the works by J. A. Moorman Early Manuscripts and the Au-
thorized Version, When the KJV Departs from the “Majority” Text for examples of those anomalies
in the sources usually supportive of the 1611 Holy Bible New Testament. See also Hazardous Mate-
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rials by Gail Riplinger Chapter 20 “The Wobbly Unorthodox Greek Orthodox Church” for numer-
ous examples of how Greek Orthodox priests or their ideological forebears wilfully altered manu-
script copies to conform to either their own or external heresies e.g. with respect to Acts 8:37, 9:5, 6,
1 John 5:7 and numerous verses in the Book of Revelation. See Revelation, a Censored Book with
respect to Greek Orthodox priestly tampering with Revelation 1:11, 2:1, 15, 3:14, 11:15, 17, 14:8,
17:8, 18:9 etc. to conform to that church’s heretical amillennial mindset.

“Woe unto them that call evil good, and good evil; that put darkness for light, and light for dark-
ness; that put bitter for sweet, and sweet for bitter! Woe unto them that are wise in their own eyes,
and prudent in their own sight!” 1saiah 5:20-21.

Jacob Prasch should take careful note of Proverbs 30:6 “Add thou not unto his words, lest he re-
prove thee, and thou be found a liar.”

So should PPPP, with his endorsement of Jerome’s Vulgate that contains the Apocrypha as part of
the Old Testament.

Concerning Greek Orthodox manuscript monkish tampering — not creating as PPPP dogmatically
asserts — Sister Riplinger therefore explains in Hazardous Materials pp 732, 738-739, her emphases,
that Greek sources are not in any way the sole arbiter of the words of scripture:

“The manuscript store of over 5000 Greek manuscripts produced by the Greek Orthodox church and
its predecessors does, in the main, match the King James Bible exactly. These Greek manuscripts
are a powerful witness to the veracity of the Received Text seen in the King James Bible and in most
historical vernacular Bibles worldwide. Church History professor, Bruce Musselman, reminds us
that there was a perfectly pure Greek Received Text, used by many, such as the Greek Bogomiles or
Paulicians, years after Christ. There Greek Bibles were burned, along with their owners, by Emper-
or Diocletian, Empress Theodora and others [PPPP’s spiritual forebears]...

Today, we are left with the product, not necessarily of these true Greek Christians, but of the Greek
Orthodox monasteries. The veneration of these Greek manuscripts has become inflated beyond
anything directed in the scriptures...”

Sister Riplinger then shows how God early countered that form of Greekiolatry.

“H. C. Hoskier, the renowned manuscript collator and Bible scholar, wrote Concerning the Genesis
of the Versions of the N.T. (London: Bernard Quaritch, 1910) proving that the New Testament was
circulating immediately in multiple languages. (This will be discussed in detail in another chapter
[Chapter 30 “The Scriptures to All Nations”’].) This is not a new idea, but one which is derived from
the Bible’s own description in Acts. In Awe of Thy Word proved that the English Bible comes direct-
ly from the gift of tongues which provided “Holy Ghost” inspired words and Bibles for those who
spoke Gothic, Celtic, Latin, Greek, Hebrew and other languages. These words moved directly for-
ward into the English Bible through the seven purifications described in Psa. 12:6, 7, just as Latin
words moved forward into Roumaunt, Provingal, Spanish, French, and Italian. The book of Romans
ends saying, “But now is made manifest, and by the scriptures of the prophets, according to the
commandment of the everlasting God, made known to all nations...” (Donald M. Ayers, English
Words From Latin and Greek Elements, Tucson: The University of Arizona Press, 1986, 2" ed., pp.
1-14 etal).”

“God knew that any one nation group could not be trusted with the charge of preserving the New
Testament scriptures...The charge of keeping the scriptures was given to this new priesthood of be-
lievers as a whole, to “every nation under heaven” (Acts 2). (See chapter, “The Scripture to All Na-
tions” for a continuation of this topic.)”
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Sister Riplinger then states in that chapter, Hazardous Materials pp 1095-1097:

“God has provided many...expert opinions about what the Holy Bible really says, via inspired ver-
nacular Holy Bibles. God knew the Greeks, as a nation could not bear the responsibility of preserv-
ing the word of God. He immediately provided a safety net in Acts 2 and 1 Cor. 14:21 to catch the
words they were apt to lose. The Acts 2 “Scriptures in tongues,” as Wycliffe called them, were cre-
ated directly by the Holy Ghost and were not man-made translations from ‘the’ Greek (G. A.
Riplinger, In Awe of Thy Word...p. 758 [ “the Holy Ghost...first gave the Scriptures in tongues to the
Apostles of Christ, to speak the word in all languages that were ordained under heaven” (John
Wycliffe, Wycket...)]). These “Scriptures” would have quickly been available in Latin, Coptic, Celt-
ic, Ethiopic, Arabic, Hebrew and a myriad of other languages...

“The Greek language has never been primary for other language groups (except, of course for
Greeks). Few Bibles ever were created from Greek, without recourse to other vernacular editions
also, as will be evidenced by a bank of examples in this chapter [pp 1107-1112].

“Hoskier: Genesis of New Testaments in Multiple Languages

“H. C. Hoskier, one of the rare scholars who has collated a large and wide range of actual ancient
manuscripts, concluded that the originals were created immediately in multiple languages. The
large body of documentation in his book Concerning the Genesis of the Versions of the N.T., proves
his thesis well.... Hoskier makes three observations (details upcoming [1097-1107]):

“1.) Originals: Some or all of the first originals may have been in languages other than Greek.

“2.) Concurrent: Multiple language editions were available and were concurrent with Greek edi-
tions.

“3.) Continuity: The Greek manuscripts we now use to determine the text were often made from ver-
nacular, not Greek, editions.

Conclusion: Greek manuscripts have historically been no more authoritative than vernacular edi-
tions.”

No more than PPPP’s church is about salvation:

“Be it known unto you all, and to all the people of Israel, that by the name of Jesus Christ of Naz-
areth, whom ve crucified, whom God raised from the dead, even by him doth this man stand here
before you whole. This is the stone which was set at nought of you builders, which is become the
head of the corner. Neither is there salvation in any other: for there is none other name under
heaven given among men, whereby we must be saved” Acts 4:10-12.

Concerning PPPP’s falsehoods that a revision approved and ordered by the
queen of England and Also | did not lie about the Queen of England. England is run by the
Parliament (not the Queen); it was with the Parliament that difficulties first arose (not the
Queen). Citing kjv onlyist cult sources will not do.

See again First Exchange, This Writer’s Response and this statement with the added reference.

See kjv.benabraham.com/html/chapter-10.html| Our Authorized Bible Vindicated by Benjamin Wil-
kinson Chapter 10, my emphases except for the paragraph in italics. My notes in red [no format
changes have been made in any of the citations included in this writer’s responses except font size].

The triumvirate which constantly worked to bring things to a head, and who later sat on the Revision
Committee, were Ellicott, Lightfoot, and Moulton. They found it difficult to get the project on foot.
Twice they had appealed to the Government in hopes that, as in the case of the King James in
1611, the King would appoint a royal commission. They were refused [Historical Account of the
Work of the American Committee of Revision, pp. 3, 5].

See again remarks under Second Exchange, April 27" 2014, This Writer’s Response and these
extracts together with Grattan Guinness on Rome.


http://kjv.benabraham.com/html/chapter-10.html
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pp ought to read Smokescreens by Jack Chick. His comments are mostly a smokescreen. He accus-
es Bible believers of being cultists. He belongs to the most corrupt cult on earth as John revealed
and as you also mentioned “And upon her forehead was a name written, MYSTERY, BABYLON THE
GREAT, THE MOTHER OF HARLOTS AND ABOMINATIONS OF THE EARTH. And | saw the woman
drunken with the blood of the saints, and with the blood of the martyrs of Jesus...” Revelation
17:5-6...

He compounds his lie about the Revisers by delving into this nation’s governance. The fact remains
that the RV never received royal approval and for that reason alone, Ecclesiastes 8:4 [“Where the
word of a king is, there is power: and who may say unto him, What doest thou?”], it was a satanic
counterfeit without spiritual power like all its successors to the present day. It faded away in less
than 20 years and has therefore had to be repeatedly recycled under new guises to “by good words
and fair speeches deceive the hearts of the simple” Romans 16:18; ASV, NASV, RSV, NRSV, NIVs,
ESV etc.

See also www.bible-researcher.com/ervhistory.html The Present Revision Movement, Origin, Taken
from Isaac H. Hall, ed., The Revised New Testament and History of Revision. Philadelphia: Hubbard
Brothers; Atlanta: C.R. Blackall & Co.; New York: A.L. Bancroft & Co., 1881 and the following
extract. That work is actually favourable to the RV but the following extract gives the lie to PPPP’s
double falsehood concerning Queen Victoria. It confirms what Wilkinson also shows that the RV
subversion was initiated by Bible-rejecting bishops in the Church of England not by Queen Victoria.

The present revision originated in the convocation, or general assembly of Episcopal clergymen, at
Canterbury, England, on May 6", 1870. Then and there a committee was appointed consisting of
eminent Biblical scholars and certain high officials of the Church of England, “with power to revise,
for public use, the authorized English versions of 1611, and to associate with them representative
Biblical scholars of other Christian denominations using that version.”

The background to the above summary statement about the twice-repeated refusal for the appoint-
ment of a royal commission for the RV and the papal mindset of the members of the revision com-
mittee is best explained by this fuller statement from Wilkinson from Our Authorized Bible Vindi-
cated Chapter 10 kjv.benabraham.com/html/chapter-10.html. Benjamin Wilkinson was not a King
James Only cultist, so-called, but a genuine researcher as his detailed work shows, unlike PPPP.

Note the prominence of Dr W. F. Moulton amongst the revisers with his preference for Jerome’s
Vulgate to change the AV1611 Text.

Revision at Last!

BY the year 1870, so powerful had become the influence of the Oxford Movement, that a theological
bias in favor of Rome was affecting men in high authority. Many of the most sacred institutions of
Protestant England had been assailed and some of them had been completely changed. The attack on
the Thirty-nine Articles by Tract 90, and the subversions of fundamental Protestant doctrines within
the Church of England had been so bold and thorough, that an attempt to substitute a version which
would theologically and legally discredit our common Protestant Version would not be a surprise.

The first demands for revision were made with moderation of language. “Nor can it be too distinctly
or too emphatically affirmed that the reluctance of the public could never have been overcome but
for the studious moderation and apparently rigid conservatism which the advocates of revision were
careful to adopt.”(1) Of course, the Tractarians were conscious of the strong hostility to their ritual-
ism and said little in public about revision in order not to multiply the strength of their enemies. The
friends and devotees of the King James Bible, naturally wished that certain retouches might be given
the book which would replace words counted obsolete, bring about conformity to more modern rules
of spelling and grammar, and correct what they considered a few plain and clear blemishes in the
Received Text, so that its bitter opponents, who made use of these minor disadvantages to discredit
the whole, might be answered. Nevertheless, universal fear and distrust of revision pervaded the
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public mind, who recognized in it, as Archbishop Trench said, “A question affecting...profoundly the
whole moral and spiritual life of the English people,” and the “vast and solemn issues depending on
it.”’(2) Moreover, the composition of the Authorized Version was recognized by scholars as the mir-
acle of English prose, unsurpassed in clearness, precision, and vigor. The English of the King James
Bible was the most perfect, if not the only, example of a lost art. It may be said truthfully that liter-
ary men as well as theologians frowned on the revision enterprise.(3)

For years there had been a determined and aggressive campaign to take extensive liberties with the
Received Text; and the Romanizing Movement in the Universities of Oxford and Cambridge, both
ritualistic and critical, had made it easy for hostile investigators to speak out with impunity. Lach-
mann had led the way by ignoring the great mass of manuscripts which favored the printed text and
built his Greek New Testament, as Salmon says, of scanty material.(4) Tregelles, though English,
“Was an isolated worker, and failed to gain any large number of adherents.”(5) Tischendorf, who
had brought to light many new manuscripts and had done considerable collating, secured more au-
thority as an editor than he deserved, and in spite of his vacillations in successive editions, became
notorious in removing from the Sacred Text several passages hallowed by the veneration of centu-
ries.(6)

The public would not have accepted the extreme, or, as some called it, “progressive” conclusions of
these three. The names of Westcott and Hort were not prominently familiar at this time although
they were Cambridge professors. Nevertheless, what was known of them, was not such as to arouse
distrust and apprehension. It was not until the work of revision was all over, that the world awoke to
realize that Westcott and Hort had outdistanced Lachmann, Tischendorf, and Tregelles. As Salmon
says, “Westcott and Hort’s Greek Testament has been described as an epoch making book; and quite
as correctly as the same phrase has been applied to the work done by Darwin.”(7)

The first efforts to secure revision were cautiously made in 1857 by five clergymen (three of whom,
Ellicott, Moberly, and Humphrey, later were members of the New Testament Revision Committee),
who put out a “Revised Version of John’s Gospel.” Bishop Ellicott, who in the future, was to be
chairman of the New Testament Revision Committee, believed that there were clear tokens of cor-
ruptions in the Authorized Version.(8) Nevertheless, Ellicott’s utterances, previous to Revision, re-
vealed how utterly unprepared was the scholarship of the day to undertake it. Bishop Coxe, Episco-
pal, of Western New York, quotes Ellicott as saying about this time:

“Even critical editors of the stamp of Tischendorf have apparently not acquired even a rudimentary
knowledge of several of the leading versions which they conspicuously quote. Nay, more, in many
instances they have positively misrepresented the very readings which they have followed, and have
allowed themselves to be misled by Latin translations which, as my notes will testify, are often sadly,
and even perversely, incorrect.”(9)

The triumvirate which constantly worked to bring things to a head, and who later sat on the Revision
Committee, were Ellicott, Lightfoot, and Moulton. They found it difficult to get the project on foot.
Twice they had appealed to the Government in hopes that, as in the case of the King James in 1611,
the King would appoint a royal commission. They were refused.(10) [i.e. much to PPPP’s evident
chagrin Britain’s Government loyal to the Crown rightly refused to support the RV subversion]

There was sufficient aggression in the Southern Convocation, which represented the Southern half of
the Church of England, to vote Revision. But they lacked a leader. There was no outstanding name
which would suffice in the public eye as a guarantee against the dangers possible. This difficulty,
however, was at last overcome when Bishop Ellicott won over “that most versatile and picturesque
personality in the English Church, Samuel Wilberforce, the silver-tongued Bishop of Oxford.”(11)
He was the remaining son of the great Emancipator who was still with the Church of England; the
two other sons, Henry and Robert, influenced by the Oxford Movement, had gone over to the Church
of Rome. Dr. Wilberforce had rendered great service to the English Church in securing the resurrec-
tion of the Southern Convocation, which for a hundred years had not been permitted to act. “When
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Ellicott captured the persuasive Wilberforce, he captured Convocation, and revision suddenly came
within the sphere of practical politics.”(12)

First came the resolution, February 10, 1870, which expressed the desirability of revision of the Au-
thorized Version of the New Testament: “Whether by marginal notes or otherwise, in all those pas-
sages where plain and clear errors, whether in the Hebrew or Greek text originally adopted by the
translators, or in translation made from the same, shall, on due investigation, be found to exist.”(13)

An amendment was passed to include the Old Testament. Then a committee of sixteen — eight from
the Upper House, and eight from the Lower House [of the C of E convocation of Canterbury
en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Convocations_of Canterbury_and_York] — was appointed. This committee
solicited the participation of the Northern Convocation, but they declined to cooperate, saying that
“the time was not favorable for Revision, and that the risk was greater than the probable gain.”(14)

Later the Southern Convocation...[nominated] a committee of its own members who would be at lib-
erty to invite the cooperation of other scholars in the work of Revision. This committee when elect-
ed consisted of eighteen members. It divided into two bodies, one to represent the Old Testament,
and the other to represent the New. As the majority of the most vital questions which concern us in-
volve New Testament Revision, we will follow the fortunes of that body in the main.

The seven members of this English New Testament Revision Committee sent out invitations which
were accepted by eighteen others, bringing the full membership of the English New Testament Revi-
sion Committee to the number of twenty-five...W.F. Moulton, who had spent some years in translat-
ing, from the German into English, Winer’s Greek Grammar, and himself a member of the Commit-
tee, exercised a large influence in the selection of its members. Dr. Moulton favored those modern
rules appearing in Winer’s work which, if followed in translating the Greek, would produce results
different from that of the King James. How much Dr. Moulton was a devotee of the Vulgate may be
seen in the following words from him:

“The Latin translation, being derived from manuscripts more ancient than any we now possess, is
frequently a witness of the highest value in regard to the Greek text which was current in the earliest
times, and...its testimony is in many cases confirmed by Greek manuscripts which have been discov-
ered or examined since the 16" century.”(15)

From this it is evident that Dr. Moulton looked upon the Vulgate as a witness superior to the King
James, and upon the Greek manuscripts which formed the base of the Vulgate as superior to the
Greek manuscripts which formed the base of the King James. Furthermore, he said, speaking of the
Jesuit New Testament of 1582, “The Rhemish Testament agrees with the best critical editions of the
present day.”(16) Dr. Moulton, therefore, not only believed the manuscripts which were recently
discovered to be similar to the Greek manuscripts from which the Vulgate was translated, but he also
looked upon the Greek New Testaments of Lachmann, Tischendorf, and Tregelles, built largely upon
the same few manuscripts, as “the best critical editions.” Since he exercised so large an influence in
selecting the other members of the Committee, we can divine at the outset the attitude of mind which
would likely prevail in the Revision Committee.

Dr W. F. Moulton, a devotee of the Vulgate, was clearly a very poor judge of New Testament manu-
script and textual purity and against whom Solomon rightly warned. “Go from the presence of a
foolish man, when thou perceivest not in him the lips of knowledge ” Proverbs 14:7.

The above detailed citation from Wilkinson shows that Queen Victoria had no association whatsoev-
er with the English Revised Version. PPPP has lied. He is among those of whom David said “For
the mouth of the wicked and the mouth of the deceitful are opened against me: they have spoken
against me with a lying tongue” Psalm 109:2.

Queen Victoria’s fidelity to the 1611 Holy Bible can be gauged from the following graphic and
notes. The date of the portrait is 1861, 20 years before the RV New Testament was published. No
record exists of Queen Victoria having rescinded her statement on the 1611 Holy Bible the copy of
which the portrait shows her giving to the African chieftain.


http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Convocations_of_Canterbury_and_York
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PPPP is a double liar about Queen Victoria and is not fit to stand in Queen Victoria’s shadow. She is
glorified now and her fidelity to “the book of the LORD ” Isaiah 34:16 will surely not be forgotten.

“The king’s daughter is all glorious within: her clothing is of wrought gold” Psalm 45:13.

“That Book accounts for the supremacy of England” — Queen Victoria
www.keyway.ca/htm2002/biblquot.htm

www.arthermitage.org/Thomas-Jones-Barker/Queen-Victoria-Giving-the-Bible-to-an-
African-Chief.html
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e The supposed superiority of Jerome’s Latin Vulgate to the 1611 Holy Bible
See again extract from above in response to PPPP’s duplicitous notion of:
e Incomplete, non-identical and supposedly spurious manuscript sources for the 1611 Holy Bible

See also www.timefortruth.co.uk/why-av-only/ ‘O Biblios’ — The Book pp 94-96 with respect to the
‘oldest and best’ and ‘weighed not counted’ speculations.

Brake, [Counterfeit or Genuine? Mark 16? John 8? 2" Edition David Otis Fuller, D.D.] p 211,
wrote his thesis for Master of Theology at Dallas Theological Seminary on The Doctrine of the
Preservation of the Scriptures. He states “Although there are variants within the Textus Receptus
these are extremely few and often trivial, which demonstrates the highly stable character of the man-
uscript tradition.” Hodges continues, [Which Bible? 5 Edition David Otis Fuller, D.D pp 33-37].

Hodges continues, [Which Bible? 5" Edition David Otis Fuller, D.D pp 33-37].

“No one has yet explained how a long, slow process spread out over many centuries as well as over
a wide geographical area, and involving a multitude of copyists, who often knew nothing of the state
of the text outside of their own monasteries or scriptoria, could achieve this widespread uniformity
out of the diversity presented by the earlier forms of text. Even an official edition of the New Testa-
ment...would have great difficulty achieving this result as the history of Jerome’s Vulgate demon-
strates.”

Here Hodges notes “the more than 8000 Vulgate manuscripts which are extant today exhibit the
greatest amount of cross contamination of textual types.” He continues.

“But an unguided process achieving relative stability and uniformity in the diversified textual, his-
torical, and cultural circumstances in which the New Testament was copied, imposes impossible
strains on our imagination.

“Herein lies the greatest weakness of contemporary textual criticism. Denying to the Majority text
any claim to represent the actual form of the original text, it is nevertheless unable to explain its rise,
its comparative uniformity, and its dominance in any satisfactory manner. All these factors can be
rationally accounted for, however, if the Majority text represents simply the continuous transmission
of the original text from the very first. All minority text forms are, on this view, merely divergent off-
shoots of the broad stream of transmission whose source is the autographs themselves...”

Brake and Hodges have studied the basic uniformity of the text underlying the 1611 Holy Bible and
have raised awareness of divergences from that text that are in the main minority offshoots — see
Second Exchange, April 27" 2014, This Writer’s Response and Appendix 2 for remarks on rare
exceptions like Revelation 16:5. “the two tails of these smoking firebrands” 1saiah 7:4 Carson and
PPPP have done neither.

More follows.

Extract from www.timefortruth.co.uk/why-av-only/why-the-av-only-7434.php The 1611 Holy Bible
versus Bible Critic Jacob Prasch pp 163-164. Gail Riplinger’s analyses citing The Translators to
the Reader www.jesus-is-lord.com/prefl611.htm explodes the false notions that PPPP has about Je-
rome’s Vulgate. No format changes have been made in what follows.

It should also be noted from the above that, contrary to Jacob Prasch’s insinuation, the King James
translators had many more sources to consult about Acts 9:5, 6, Ephesians 3:14, Revelation 5:14,
22:19 than Jerome’s Vulgate. They eschewed it as “popish.” See The Men Behind the KJV by Gus-
tavus Paine p 77. See also Hazardous Materials by Gail Riplinger pp 646-650 and the following ex-
tracts where Sister Riplinger, her emphases, disproves F. H. A. Scrivener’s assumption that the King
James translators used Jerome’s Vulgate. Scrivener’s assumption to that effect is just as false as Ja-
cob Prasch’s. See also The Translators to the Reader www.jesus-is-lord.com/pref1611.htm for the
extracts that Sister Riplinger has emphasised. Some of these extracts have been expanded e.g. the
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translators’ statement, with this writers underlining, with respect to the word “church” that Jacob
Prasch objects to...

“Scrivener is unscholarly [as is Jacob Prasch] in assuming something that opposes everything that
the KJB translators ever said in print. On the title page of their New Testament the KJB translators
said they used the “Originall Greek,” not any Vulgate readings.

“Their detailed notes, taken by translator John Bois, never mention the Latin Vulgate Bible. They
list many other sources for reference, including one reference to the “Italian” Bible, and two to the
“Old Latin,” but NEVER to the Latin Vulgate (Ward Allen, Translating for King James: Notes Made
by a Translator of King James’s Bible, Vanderbilt University Press, 1969, pp. 41, 47, 113). The Ital-
ian Diodati and the Old Latin are pure editions. Scrivener did not have access to these recently
discovered notes of the translators. Therefore what he “assumed” has been proven wrong and
Scrivener’s text along with it.

“Even the Latin Vulgate itself carried with it a large majority of readings from the pure Old Itala
Bible. The Old Itala’s origin goes back to the work of the “Holy Ghost” in Acts 2, when “out of eve-
ry nation under heaven’... “every man heard them speak in his own language.” The superscription
above the cross was in Latin, as well as in Greek and Hebrew (Luke 23:38). Many spoke Latin, es-
pecially those who lived in the countryside and provinces. The gift of tongues provided a way for the

scriptures to be immediately put into Latin, as well as other extant languages...

“Again, the KJB translators expressly stated that they did not follow the Latin Vulgate. A very large

percentage of the KJB [translators’] introductory “The Translators to the Reader” was taken up to
express their utter contempt for the Catholic church and its Latin Vulgate. In the KJB's preface the
translators fearlessly said...

““For by this means it cometh to pass, that whatsoever is sound already (and all is sound for sub-
stance, in one or other of our editions, and the worst of ours far better than their authentic vulgar)
the same will shine as gold more brightly, being rubbed and polished...

““For what varieties have they, and what alterations have they made, not only of their Service
books, Portesses and Breviaries, but also of their Latin Translation?...Neither were there this chop-
ping and changing in the more ancient times only, but also of late...

““Pope Leo the Tenth allowed Erasmus’ Translation of the New Testament, so much different from
the vulgar...

““Nay, doth not Sixtus Quintus confess, that certain Catholics (he meaneth certain of his own side)
were in such an humor of translating the Scriptures into Latin, that Satan taking occasion by them,
though they thought of no such matter, did strive what he could, out of so uncertain and manifold a
variety of Translations, so to mingle all things, that nothing might seem to be left certain and firm
in them, etc.?...Nay, further, did not the same Sixtus ordain by an inviolable decree, and that with
the counsel and consent of his Cardinals, that the Latin edition of the old and new Testament, which
the Council of Trent would have to be authentic, is the same without controversy which he then set
forth, being diligently corrected and printed in the Printing-house of Vatican? Thus Sixtus in his
Preface before his Bible. And yet Clement the Eighth his immediate successor, published another
edition of the Bible, containing in it infinite differences from that of Sixtus, (and many of them
weighty and material) and yet this must be authentic by all means...so all the while that our adver-
saries do make so many and so various editions themselves, and do jar so much about the worth
and authority of them, they can with no show of equity challenge us for changing and correcting...

Lastly, we have on the one side avoided the scrupulosity of the Puritans, who leave the old Ecclesias-
tical words, and betake them to other, as when they put WASHING for BAPTISM, and CONGRE-
GATION instead of CHURCH: as also on the other side we have shunned the obscurity of the Pa-
pists, in their AZIMES, TUNIKE, RATIONAL, HOLOCAUSTS, PRAEPUCE, PASCHE*, and a num-
ber of such like, whereof their late Translation is full, and that of purpose to darken the sense, that
since they must needs translate the Bible, yet by the language thereof, it may be kept from being un-
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derstood. But we desire that the Scripture may speak like itself, as in the language of Canaan, that it
may be understood even of the very vulgar.

*Insert for this work. Challoner’s 1749-1752 Revision of the Douay-Rheims version retains azymes
for unleavened bread in Matthew 26:17, Mark 14:1, Acts 12:3, 20:6, tunic(ks) for robe or coats 15
times, rational for breastplate 19 times, holocaust(s) for burnt offerings 273 times, prepuces for un-
circumcised in 1 Maccabees 1:16 and pasch for Passover 30 times.

Many other things we might give thee warning of (gentle Reader) if we had not exceeded the meas-
ure of a Preface already. It remaineth, that we commend thee to God, and to the Spirit of his grace,
which is able to build further than we can ask or think...

The King James translators have therefore shown that Jacob Prasch has lied about their supposed use
of Jerome’s Vulgate. John Bois’ notes show that the King James translators never included Jerome’s
Vulgate amongst their sources of reference and The Translators to the Reader shows that instead
they denounced Jerome’s Vulgate as having undergone so much “chopping and changing” not only
“in the more ancient times only, but also of late ” that it was not fit for purpose.

What God said through Moses prophetically to Israel applies similarly to the 1611 Holy Bible con-
cerning Jacob Prasch’s falsehood about Acts 9:5, 6, Ephesians 3:14, Revelation 5:14, 22:19.

“..thine enemies shall be found liars unto thee...” Deuteronomy 33:29.

Jacob Prasch continues to lie about the 1611 Holy Bible in addition to manifesting wilful ignorance 1
Corinthians 14:38 concerning “the scripture of truth” Daniel 10:21.

So does PPPP. As Solomon said of PPPP long ago “Though thou shouldest bray a fool in a mortar
among wheat with a pestle, yet will not his foolishness depart from him” Proverbs 27:22.
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The supposed error of the Reformation principle Sola scriptura “by Scripture alone”
en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Sola_scriptura

See again notes under
Incomplete, non-identical and supposedly spurious manuscript sources for the 1611 Holy Bible
And the following extract:

Extract from www.timefortruth.co.uk/why-av-only/why-the-av-only-7434.php The 1611 Holy
Bible versus Rick Norris p 17. The statements given below about Rick Norris apply equally to
PPPP.

Benjamin Wilkinson concludes his Chapter 2 [kjv.benabraham.com/html/chapter-2.html] as fol-
lows.

NOTE: The two great families of Greek Bibles are well illustrated in the work of that outstand-
ing scholar, Erasmus. Before he gave to the Reformation the New Testament in Greek, he divid-
ed all Greek MSS into two classes: those which agreed with the Received Text and those which
agreed with the Vaticanus MS...

THE TWO PARALLEL STREAMS OF BIBLES

Apostles (Original) Apaostates (Cormrupt Originals)
Received Text Sinaiticus and Vaticanus Bible
(Greek) (Greek)

Waldensian Bible Vulgate (Latin) Church of
(Italic) Rome’s Bible

Erasmus Vaticanus

(Received Text Restored) (Greek)

Luther's Bible, Dutch, French, French, Spanish, Italian, etc.,
Italian, etc., (Received Text) {from Vulzate)

Tvndale (Enghsh) 1535 Rheunns (English) from Vulgate
(from Received Text) {(Jesmt Bible of 1582)

EKing James, 1611 Oxford Movement

Wetscott and Hort (B and Alephy),
English Revised 1851

Dyr. Pluhp Schaff (B and Alephy),
American Revised 1901

The King James from the Received Text has been the Bible of the English speaking world for
300 years. This has given the Received Text, and the Bibles translated from it into other
tongues, standing and authority. At the same time, it neutralized the dangers of the Catholic
manuscripts and the Bibles in other tongues translated from them.

Note that Sister Riplinger’s statements about the 1611 Holy Bible refer to a sevenfold purified
English Text that derived in part from a pure Greek Majority or Received or Traditional Text but
one that God has finished with. The researches of Hodges, Moorman and Wilkinson show that
the Jesuit statements that Rick Norris falsely likens to Sister Riplinger’s stance are based on a
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comparison of Jerome’s Vulgate with a Received Greek text that was different from the texts of
Vaticanus and Sinaiticus from which Jerome translated his Latin Vulgate. See parallel lists
above.

Unable “To make a difference between the unclean and the clean” Leviticus 11:47 or “to dis-
cern...the difference between the holy and profane” Ezekiel 44:23, Rick Norris should pay
careful attention to Paul’s exhortation to the Hebrews.

“For every one that useth milk is unskilful in the word of righteousness: for he is a babe. But
strong meat belongeth to them that are of full age, even those who by reason of use have their
senses exercised to discern both good and evil ” Hebrews 5:13-14.

That is, the manuscript sources for the 1611 Holy Bible are not fragmentary, contradictory or
spurious as D. A. Carson and PPPP insinuate. The King James translators’ knowledge of their
Biblical sources was far in advance of that of “the two tails of these smoking firebrands” |saiah
7:4 Carson and PPPP.

In sum it is not Sola Scriptura that is crushed but as indicated in the Introduction “the scripture
of truth” Daniel 10:21 the 1611 Holy Bible “my word like as a fire...saith the LORD; and like
a hammer...breaketh the rock in pieces” Jeremiah 23:29 “For their rock is not as our Rock,
even our enemies themselves being judges. For their vine is of the vine of Sodom, and of the
fields of Gomorrah: their grapes are grapes of gall, their clusters are bitter: Their wine is the
poison of dragons, and the cruel venom of asps” Deuteronomy 32:31-33.

PPPP should therefore take careful note of what awaits both him and his church. It is his satanic
church that is about to be crushed and PPPP and his fellow travellers along with it.

“Therefore shall her plagues come in one day, death, and mourning, and famine; and she
shall be utterly burned with fire: for strong is the Lord God who judgeth her” Revelation 18:8.
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e Disputed texts in the 1611 Holy Bible

This is the first of PPPP’s two specific attempts to charge the 1611 Holy Bible with error out of the
over 33,000 errors that he risibly claims it contains, the second and final attempt being
against the words “and shalt be” in Revelation 16:5. See Second Exchange, April 26" 2014.
PPPP’s futile attack on the words “For thine is the kingdom, and the power, and the glory, for ever.
Amen” in Matthew 6:13 reveals that he is as Solomon described him. “The sluggard is wiser in his
own conceit than seven men that can render a reason” Proverbs 26:16.

One example of error in the KJV is Matthew 6:13. None of the an-
cient manuscripts contain the doxology after the Lord’s Prayer “for
thine is the kingdom and the power and the glory forever.” The
Byzantine Monk who transcribed the manuscript on which the KJV is
in part based either subconsciously lapsed into what the Byzantine
Priest sings at the Byzantine Liturgy (the Priest sings the doxolo-
gy after the Lord’s Prayer) or the Monk by mistake jotted down mar-
ginal notes into his transcription of Matthew 6:13. I repeat NONE
OF THE ANCIENT BIBLICAL MANUSCRIPTS HAVE THE DOXOLOGY AFTER THE
LORD’S PRAYER!!!!There is absolutely No Salvation Outside the Cath-
olic Church visit www.vaticancatholic.com only Christianity has the
Bible but not Protestantism.

First note that PPPP has misquoted the doxology after the Lord’s Prayer “for
thine is the kingdom and the power and the glory forever.” The doxol-
ogy of Matthew 6:13 states “For thine is the kingdom, and the power, and the glory, for ever.
Amen.” PPPP has missed the capitalisation of the first letter of the word “Eoer” and has omitted the
word “Amen.” PPPP is either a Bible illiterate, a Bible corrupter or both.

Then note that PPPP’s Christianity has no Bible, only “wandering stars, to whom is reserved
the blackness of darkness for ever” Jude 13.

See First Exchange, This Writer’s Response and the following extract followed earlier by the list
of manuscript sources for Matthew 6:13 including the most ancient sources that PPPP has ignored
i.e. “But if any man be ignorant, let him be ignorant” 1 Corinthians 14:38.

Concerning Matthew 6:13 and the Doxology, here is the material from ‘O Biblios’ - The Book pp 42-
43 www.timefortruth.co.uk/why-av-only/ that pp missed, for info. under

Many witnesses to the Doxology existed before the 4™ century uncials Aleph and B that cut out the
words. Although most Old Latin sources in existence have the words cut out, it is known that they
were subject to corruption e.g. by Origen and Jerome, as Dr Ruckman shows, Biblical Scholarship,
Chapters 3, 4. Dr Ruckman also shows Carson to be fraudulent, pp 87-88, 297, 298, 476.

The witnesses for Matthew 6:13 show an unbroken and widespread testimony throughout history,
indicating its authenticity. Dean Burgon, The Revision Revised, showed that departures from the
AV1611 such as the Vatican texts that Carson and pp favour have only limited testimony by com-
parison, mainly Jerome’s corrupt Vulgate and Aleph and B, i.e. the usual suspects or 1% manu-
scripts as Gail Riplinger describes them, New Age Bible Versions Chapter 39.

Dr Moorman indicates, Early Manuscripts and the Authorized Version p 63, that the Doxology was
cut out in the 4" century owing to opposition to the Lord’s literal kingdom to be established on
earth following the 2" Advent as prophesied in the OT e.g. Isaiah 2 [“And it shall come to pass in
the last days, that the mountain of the LORD'S house shall be established in the top of the moun-
tains, and shall be exalted above the hills; and all nations shall flow unto it. And many people
shall go and say, Come ye, and let us go up to the mountain of the LORD, to the house of the God
of Jacob; and he will teach us of his ways, and we will walk in his paths: for out of Zion shall go
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forth the law, and the word of the LORD from Jerusalem” lsaiah 2:2-3]. The opposition was obvi-
ously Catholic, for obvious reasons.

Alan

See further KJO Review Full Text pp 602-609 www.timefortruth.co.uk/why-av-only/james-white-dr-
divietro-and-dawaite.php with respect to Matthew 6:13 that PPPP would mutilate. PPPP’s petulance
against Dr J. A. Moorman, whose work is referenced below, will be addressed later.

White’s first attack is on Matthew 6:13 and Luke 11:2, 4 [The King James Only Controversy p 252].

White claims that the last half of Matthew 6:13, “For thine is the kingdom, and the power, and the
glory, for ever. Amen,” is an example of “scribal expansion” and “later origin,” with variations in
some manuscripts that White describes as “ “variant cluster”...a sure sign of later addition.”

The NIV omits the last half of Matthew 6:13, with support indicated by White from uncials &, B, Z,
D, 0170, Family 1, cursives 205 (probably 209, see below), 547, Old Latin |, “many Latin transla-
tions and numerous Fathers.” White quotes Metzger as stating that ““The absence of any ascription
[reading] in early and important [not according to Dean Burgon, who collated them, see Chapter 3]
representatives of the Alexandrian (N, B), the Western (D and most of the Old Latin), and the pre-
Caesarean ([Family 1 [Early Manuscripts and the Authorized Version by Jack A. Moorman] P 2])
types of text, as well as early patristic commentaries on the Lord’s Prayer (those of Tertullian, Ori-
gen, Cyprian), suggests that an ascription, usually in a threefold form, was composed (perhaps on
the basis of 1 Chr 29:11-13) in order to adapt the Prayer for liturgical use in the early church.””

Dr Hills’s comment? 10 is an appropriate response to Dr Metzger’s speculative use of the term “sug-
gests.” See Chapter 5.

[standardbearers.net/uploads/The_King_James_Version_Defended Dr_Edward_F_Hills.pdf

The King James Version Defended by Edward F. Hills Chapter 4]

“This suggestion leads to conclusions which are extremely bizarre and inconsistent. It would have
us believe that during the manuscript period orthodox Christians corrupted the New Testament text,
that the text used by the Protestant Reformers was the worst of all, and that the True Text was not
restored until the 19" century, when Tregelles brought it forth out of the Pope’s library, when
Tischendorf rescued it from a waste basket on Mt. Sinai, and when Westcott and Hort were provi-
dentially guided to construct a theory of it which ignores God’s special providence and treats the
text of the New Testament like the text of any other ancient book. ”

Support for the last half of Matthew 6:13 is considerable. Although Wycliffe omits it, Tyndale, Ge-
neva and Bishops” all include it [thebiblecorner.com/englishbibles/index.html. 2019 Update: Site no
longer available. See www.studylight.org/desk/?query=joh+3&t=bis&st=1&new=1&I=en]. This
author’s earlier work [www.timefortruth.co.uk/why-av-only/ ‘O Biblios’ — The Book pp 42-43, “O
Biblios” The Book 1% Edition] P % summarises the evidence as follows, with updated refere nces.

“Fuller [True or False? 2" Edition David Otis Fuller, D.D.]P*%, citing Burgon, states that of more
than 500 relevant (Greek) manuscripts, all but nine contain the AV1611 reading. Hills
[standardbearers.net/uploads/The_King_James_Version_Defended Dr_Edward F_Hills.pdf Chapter
6, The KJV Defended] P 46, [www.scribd.com/document/298396396/Believing-Bible-Study-Edward-
F-Hills-pdf Chapter 5, Believing Bible Study] P '8 states that uncials B, Aleph, D, Z and 6 cursives
omit the words, together with 9 manuscripts of the Old Latin and all of Jerome’s Vulgate. The TBS
[article] The Power and the Glory have an extremely detailed compilation on this text as follows:

“Evidence for the authenticity of the AV1611 reading:

1%t Century: 2 Timothy 4:18b (cross reference)
2" Century: Didache (document of Apostolic Teaching, discovered 1875, [Believing Bible Study] P

17) Tatian’s Diatessaron, Old Syriac version (Peshitta)
3™ Century: Coptic and Sahidic (i.e. Egyptian) versions
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56
Apostolic Constitutions, Old Latin manuscript k, Gothic (Ulfilas [The Christian’s
Handbook of Manuscript Evidence] P 2%) and Armenian versions

Uncial W, Chrysostom, Isidore of Pelusium, Georgian version [The KJV Defended] P
147

Uncials Sigma, Phi; Ethiopic version; Palestinian, Harclean and Curetonian Syriac
[The KJV Defended] P 148

Uncials E, L

Uncials G, K, M, U, V, Delta, Phi, Pi; Old Latin f, g; Cursives 33, 565, 892

Cursive 1079

Cursives 28, 124, 174, 230, 700, 788, 1216

Cursives 346, 543, 1010, 1071, 1195, 1230, 1241, 1365, 1646

Cursives 13, 1009, 1242, 1546

Cursives 2148, 2174

Cursives 69, 1253.

“The TBS (ibid.) states that the majority of the “very numerous” Byzantine copies, including lec-
tionaries, contain the AV1611 reading.

“The evidence against the AVI1611 reading is as follows:

2" Century:

3" Century:
4" Century:

51 Century:
6™ Century:
7" Century:
o Century:

10™-11" Centuries:
12™-13" Centuries:
14™-15" Centuries:

Cyprian, Origen, Tertullian, who all fail to mention the words - as do later writers
listed below.

Some Coptic manuscripts

Aleph, B, Old Latin a, Caesarius Nazarene, Cyril of Jerusalem, Gregory Nyssa, Hila-
ry

Uncial D, Old Latin b, h; Chromatius, Augustine

Uncials Z, 0170*. *Given in error as a cursive in the earlier work.

Old Latin |

Old Latin g2

Old Latin ff.

Cursive 1, 118, Lectionary 547, Old Latin ¢

Cursives 131, 209, 17, 130.”

The weight of evidence clearly favours the AV1611 and it is therefore not surprising that Griesbach,
Lachmann, Tischendorf, Tregelles, Alford and Wordsworth all [The Interlinear Greek-English New
Testament, Stephens’s 1550 Edition, edited by George Ricker Berry] omit the last half of Matthew
6:13. Nestle and the RV also omit the words.

Dr Moorman [Early Manuscripts and the Authorized Version] P 3 summarises the evidence in favour
of the AV1611 reading as including up to 19 uncials where Matthew 6 is extant, E, G, K, L, M, S, U,
V, W, A 06,11 X, & Q, 047, 055, 0211, 0248, the majority of cursives and Family 13 [Early Manu-
scripts and the Authorized Version] P ?’, i.e. including cursives 13, 69, 124, 230, 346, 543, 788, 826,
828, 983, 1689, 1709, the first 7 of which are listed above, plus up to 5 Old Latin witnesses, f, gl
(definite), o, k, q (with variation, which White obviously pounced on, see above), the Peshitta Syriac
and the Gothic, see above. Dr Moorman lists uncials X, B, D, Z, 0170 against the AV1611, Family 1
i.e. cursives 1, 118, 131, 209 and 1-2 others, see above, a few additional cursives, i.e. 3 according to
the TBS, 17, 130, 547, see above.

Dr Moorman also lists 9 Old Latin witnesses and the Vulgate against the AV1611, which is why
White can refer to “many Latin translations” in this respect. Dr Moorman notes with respect to the
significance of the omission of the last half of Matthew 6:13 that, “Any thought of a literal kingdom
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on earth as foretold in the O.T. has been banished from “mainline” religious thought since the 4"
century.”

White [The King James Only Controversy] ?“° is clearly wrong when he claims that “No textual var-
iants in either the Old or New Testaments in any way, shape, or form materially disrupt or destroy
any essential doctrine of the Christian faith. That is a fact that any semi-impartial review will sub-
stantiate.” Perhaps White should conduct a fully “impartial review” of these matters.

Dr Holland [sovereignword.org/?series=dr-thomas-hollands-manuscript-evidence-class Lesson 10
Textual Considerations. 2019 Update: Site no longer available] has these comments on Matthew
6:13 and reveals additional sources in support of the AV1611. Note his refutation of White’s appeal
to ““variant clusters.””

“Matthew 6:13:...

“The argument raised concerning this text centers around the last half of the verse, “For thine is the
kingdom, and the power, and the glory, for ever. Amen”...Modern scholarship argues the passage
IS not genuine because it exists in various forms and is not harmonized in all of its citations. White
states, “This kind of ‘variant cluster’ is a sure sign of a later addition.” (White, 252.) Bruce Metz-
ger, as does White, argues the passage is a harmonistic corruption by scribes to unify the text with
Luke 11:2-4 (Bruce M. Metzger, The Text Of The New Testament, 2nd ed. [Oxford: The Clarendon
Press, 1973], 197.).

“Neither argument is substantive. To argue “variant clusters” is a lack of authenticity is to argue
against the critical texts supported by modern scholarship. A review of either the United Bible Soci-
eties text or the Nestle-Aland text reveals a vast host of variant readings which modern scholarship
supports. As was cited by the Greek Orthodox Study Bible, critical texts depend greatly on Codex
Vaticanus and Codex Sinaiticus which, “often disagree with one another.” (The Orthodox Study
Bible, xi.) The argument for harmonization of Matthew 6 with Luke 11 is conjectural. This is re-
vealed by Kurt Aland in his comment on the passage by asking, “...if the doxology originally stood
in the gospel of Matthew, who would have deleted it?” (Aland, 306.) Questions and speculations do
not alter the textual facts on this passage. While it is omitted in Alexandrian manuscripts such as
Vaticanus, Sinaiticus, and Cantabrigiensis [Codex D], it is found in a host of other sources.

“Among the Greek uncials it is found in K (ninth century), L (eighth century), W (fifth century),
Dabs [not to be confused with Codex D of the 5™ century, Cantabrigiensis] (ninth century), Q (ninth
century), and P (ninth century). It is found in the following Greek minuscules: 28, 33, 565, 700, 892,
1009, 1010, 1071, 1079, 1195, 1216, 1230, 1241, 1242, 1365, 1546, 1646, 2174 (dating from the
ninth to the twelfth century). However, it is not without early witness. It is found in the Old Latin,
the Old Syrian, and some Coptic versions (such as Coptic Bohairic).

“Old Latin texts, such as Codices Monacensis (g-seventh century) and Brixianus (f-sixth century),
read, “et ne nos inducas in temptationem. sed libera nos a malo. quoniam tuum est regnum. et
uirtus. et gloria in saecula. amen.”

“The Syriac Peshitto (second to third century) reads, “And bring us not into temptation, but deliver
us from evil: For thine is the kingdom, and the power, and the glory, for ever and ever: Amen.”
(James Murdock, The Syriac New Testament from the Peshitto Version [Boston: H. L. Hastings,
1896], 9.)

“John Chrysostom cites the verse in the fourth century. In his Homilies this blessed Saint writes,
“...by bringing to our remembrance the King under whom we are arrayed, and signifying him to be
more powerful than all. ‘For thine,’ saith he, ‘is the kingdom, and the power, and the glory.”” (St.
Chrysostom, “Homily XIX,” in The Preaching of Chrysostom, ed. Jaroslav Pelikan [Philadelphia:
Fortress Press], 145.)

“The oldest witness, which outdates all Greek manuscripts on this passage, is the Didache. Other-
wise known as the Teaching of the Twelve Apostles, this ancient catechism dates to the early second


http://sovereignword.org/?series=dr-thomas-hollands-manuscript-evidence-class

58

century, some dating it shortly after 100 AD. In it we have a form of the Lord’s Payer which sup-
ports the reading found in the Traditional Text.”

Dr Holland’s information given above emphasises how PPPP has lied blatantly in his comment I
repeat NONE OF THE ANCIENT BIBLICAL MANUSCRIPTS HAVE THE DOXOLOGY
AFTER THE LORD’S PRAYER!!!!. The extract continues.

Dr Hills [The King James Version Defended 3" Edition, Chapter 6
standardbearers.net/uploads/The_King_James_Version_Defended_Dr_Edward F_Hills.pdf] P 470
provides further insights into Matthew 6:13 in the AV1611. His analysis refutes both White’s notion
about ““variant clusters”” and Metzger’s speculation about scribes using 1 Chronicles 29:11 in or-
der to concoct Matthew 6:13b.

“The Conclusion Of The Lord’s Prayer (Matt. 6:13b)

“Modern English versions are “rich in omissions,” (to borrow a phrase from Rendel Harris)...Time
and again the reader searches in them for a familiar verse only to find that it has been banished to
the footnotes. And one of the most familiar of the verses to be so treated is Matt. 6:13b, the doxolo-
gy with which the Lord’s Prayer concludes.

“(a) External Evidence in Favor of Matt. 6:13b

“For Thine is the kingdom, and the power, and the glory, forever, Amen (Matt. 6:13b). This conclu-
sion of the Lord’s Prayer is found in almost all the Greek New Testament manuscripts (according to
Legg...in all but ten), including W (4th or 5th century) and Sigma and Phi (both 6th century). It is
also found in the Apostolic Constitutions...a 4th century document, and receives further support
from Chrysostom (345-407)...who comments on it and quotes it frequently, and from Isidore of
Pelusiurn (370-440)...who quotes it. But, in spite of this indisputable testimony in its favor, it is uni-
versally rejected by modern critics. Is this unanimous disapproval in accord with the evidence?

“(b) Is the Conclusion of the Lord’s Prayer a Jewish Formula?

“Matt. 6: 13b is usually regarded as a Jewish prayer-formula that the early Christians took up and
used to provide a more fitting termination for the Lord’s Prayer, which originally, it is said, ended
abruptly with but deliver us from evil. According to W. Michaelis (1948), for example, “It (Matt.
6:13b) is obviously modelled after Jewish prayer-formulas, cf- 1 Chron 29:11" ...

“This seems, however a most improbable way to account for the conclusion of the Lord’s Prayer.
For if the early Christians had felt the need of something which would provide a smoother ending to
this familiar prayer, would they deliberately have selected for that purpose a Jewish prayer-formula
in which the name of Jesus does not appear? Even a slight study of the New Testament reveals the
difficulty of this hypothesis, for if there was one thing in which the early Christians were united it
was in their emphasis on the name of Jesus. Converts were baptized in the name of Jesus Christ
(Acts 2:38); miracles were performed in this name (Acts 4:10); by this name alone was salvation
possible (Acts 4:12); early Christians were known as those who ‘“called upon this name” (Acts
9:21). Paul received his apostleship ‘for the sake of His name” (Rom. 1:5), and John wrote his
Gospel in order that the readers “might have life through His name” (John 20:31). Is it probable
then, (is it at all possible) that these primitive Christians, who on all other occasions were ever
mindful of their Saviour’s name, should have forgotten it so strangely when selecting a conclusion
for a prayer which they regarded as having fallen from His lips? Can it be that they deliberately
decided to end the Lord’s Prayer with a Jewish formula which makes no mention of Christ?

“It is a fact, however, that the Lord’s Prayer concludes with a doxology in which the name of Christ
is not mentioned. Can this surprising fact be explained? Not, we repeat, on the supposition that this
conclusion is spurious. For if the early Christians had invented this doxology or had adopted it
from contemporary non-Christian usage, they would surely have included in it or inserted into it
their Saviour’s name. There is therefore only one explanation of the absence of that adorable name
from the concluding doxology of the Lord’s Prayer, and this is that this doxology is not spurious but
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a genuine saying of Christ, uttered before He had revealed unto His disciples His deity and so con-
taining no mention of Himself. At the time He gave this model prayer He deemed it sufficient to di-
rect the praises of His followers toward the Father, knowing that as they grew in their comprehen-
sion of the mysteries of their faith their enlightened minds would prompt them so to adore Him also.
And the similarity of this doxology to 1 Chron. 29:11 is quite understandable. Might not the words
which David used in praise of God be fittingly adapted to the same purpose by One who knew Him-
self to be the messianic Son of David?

“(c) The Testimony of the Ancient Versions and of the Didache

“The concluding doxology of the Lord’s Prayer is not without considerable testimony in its favor of
a very ancient sort. It is found in three Syriac versions, the Peshitta, the Harclean, and the Palestin-
ian... It is found...in the Curetonian manuscript, the other representative of the Old Syriac in the
following form, Because Thine is the kingdom and the glory, for ever and ever, Amen. In the Sahidic
[3" century Coptic (Egyptian) text, the oldest manuscript [The King James Version Defended 3"
Edition, Chapter 5

standardbearers.net/uploads/The_King_James_Version_Defended_Dr_Edward_F_Hills.pdf] P **° of
which “is variously dated from the mid-4" to the 6™ century ”] it runs like this, Because Thine is the
power and the glory, unto the ages, Amen. And in the Old Latin manuscript k (which is generally
thought to contain the version in its oldest form) the Lord’s Prayer ends thus, Because to Thee is the
power for ever and ever. And the doxology is also found in its customary form in four other Old
Latin manuscripts.

“Thus the doxology of the Lord’s Prayer occurs in five manuscripts of the Old Latin (including the
best one), in the Sahidic, and in all the extant Syriac versions. Normally the agreement of three such
groups of ancient witnesses from three separate regions would be regarded as an indication of the
genuineness of the reading on which they thus agreed...Hort, however, endeavored to escape the
force of this evidence by suggesting that the doxologies found (1) in k, (2) in the Sahidic version, (3)
in the Syriac versions and the vast majority of the Greek manuscripts were three independent devel-
opments which had no connection with each other. But by this suggestion Hort multiplied three-fold
the difficulty mentioned above. If it is difficult to believe that the early Christians chose for their
most familiar prayer a conclusion which made no mention of Christ it is thrice as difficult to believe
that they did this three times independently in three separate regions. Surely it is easier to suppose
that these three doxologies are all derived from an original doxology uttered by Christ and that the
variations in wording are due to the liturgical use of the Lord’s Prayer, which will be described
presently.

“The Didache (Teaching) of the Twelve Apostles, a work generally regarded as having been written
in the first half of the 2nd century, also bears important witness to the doxology of the Lord’s Pray-
er. This ancient document was not known until 1883, when Bryennios, a Greek Catholic bishop,
published it from a copy which he had discovered at Constantinople in 1875. It is a manual of
Church instruction in two parts, the first being a statement of Christian conduct to be taught to con-
verts before baptism, and the second a series of directions for Christian worship. Here the following
commandment is given concerning prayer. And do not pray as the hypocrites, but as the Lord com-
manded in His Gospel, pray thus: Our Father, who art in heaven, hallowed be Thy Name, Thy King-
dom come, Thy will be done, as in heaven so also upon earth; give us this day our daily bread, and
forgive us our debt as we forgive our debtors, and lead us not into temptation, but deliver us from
evil, for Thine is the power and the glory for ever ...

“Here this early-2nd-century writer claims to have taken this model prayer from the Gospel (of Mat-
thew). Is it not reasonable to believe that he took the whole prayer from Matthew, doxology and all?
Who would ever have guessed that this ancient author took the preceding portions of the prayer
from Matthew but the doxology from contemporary ecclesiastical usage? Yet this is the strange hy-
pothesis of Michaelis and others who have come to the Didache with their minds firmly made up be-
forehand to reject the doxology of the Lord’s Prayer [like PPPP]. In support of his view Michaelis
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appeals to the absence of the words kingdom and Amen from the Didache, but surely these minor
verbal differences are not sufficient to justify his contention that the doxology of the Didache was
not taken from Matthew. And perhaps it is permissible to point out once more that if the doxology
had been taken from contemporary ecclesiastical usage it would have contained the name of Christ,
because the other prayers in the Didache, which were taken from contemporary ecclesiastical usage,
all end with a reference to the Saviour.

“(d) The Liturgical Use of the Lord’s Prayer

“But someone may ask why the doxology of the Lord’s Prayer is absent from certain New Testament
documents if it was actually a portion of the original Gospel of Matthew. An inspection of Legg’s
critical edition of this Gospel (1940) discloses that the doxology is omitted by Aleph B D S [evident-
ly Z, 6" century, S is 10" century [Early Manuscripts and the Authorized Version by Jack A. Moor-
man] P ?2] and by six minuscule manuscripts. It is also omitted by all the manuscripts of the Vulgate
and by nine manuscripts of the Old Latin. And certain Greek and Latin Fathers omit it in their ex-
positions of the Lord’s Prayer. Thus Origen, Tertullian, Cyprian, and Augustine make no mention
of it. But these omissions find their explanation in the manner in which the Lord’s Prayer was used
in the worship services of the early Church.

“From very early times the Lord’s Prayer was used liturgically in the Church service. This fact is
brought home to us by an inspection of C. 4. Swainson’s volume, The Greek Liturgies (1884)...Here
the learned author published the most ancient Greek liturgies from the oldest manuscripts available.
In the 8th-century Liturgy of St. Basil, after the worshiping people had repeated the body of the
Lord’s Prayer, the priest concluded it with these words, for Thine is the kingdom, and the power,
and the glory of the Father, and the people responded, Amen. In two other 8th-century liturgies the
wording is the same, except that the doxology repeated by the priest is merely, for Thine is the king-
dom. Later the doxologies which the priests were directed to pronounce became more and more
elaborate. In the 11th-century Liturgy of St. Chrysostom, after the people had repeated the Lord’s
Prayer down to the doxology, the priest was to conclude as follows: for Thine is the kingdom, and
the power, and the glory, of the Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy Ghost, now and always, and
for ever and ever.

“Thus we see that from very earliest times in the worship services of the Church the conclusion of
the Lord’s Prayer was separated from the preceding portions of it. The body of the Prayer was re-
peated by the people, the conclusion by the priest. Moreover, due to this liturgical use, the conclu-
sion of the Lord’s Prayer was altered in various ways in the effort to make it more effective. This,
no doubt, was the cause of the minor variations in the doxology which we find in the Didache, the
Curetonian Syriac, and the Old Latin manuscript k. And furthermore, a distinction soon grew up
between the body of the Lord’s Prayer and the conclusion of it, a distinction which was made more
sharp by the occurrence of the Lord’s Prayer in Luke (given by Christ for the second time, on a dif-
ferent occasion) without the concluding doxology. Because the doxology was always separated from
the rest of the Lord’s Prayer, it began to be regarded by some Christians as a man-made response
and not part of the original prayer as it fell from the lips of Christ. Doubtless for this reason it is
absent from the ten Greek manuscripts mentioned above and from most of the manuscripts of the
Latin versions. And it may also be for this reason that some of the Fathers do not mention it when
commenting on the Lord’s Prayer.”

Dr Hills’ incisive explanation above of the liturgical use of Matthew 6:13 contrasts sharply with
PPPP’s garbled comment The Byzantine Monk who transcribed the manuscript
on which the KJV is in part based either subconsciously lapsed into
what the Byzantine Priest sings at the Byzantine Liturgy (the
Priest sings the doxology after the Lord’s Prayer) or the Monk by
mistake jotted down marginal notes into his transcription of Mat-
thew 6:13 that shows that PPPP has lied again. The extract continues.
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White had access to Dr Hills’s book. See Chapter 5. Why did he wilfully ignore Dr Hills’s rea-
soned analysis of Matthew 6:13, in favour of Metzger’s speculations?

Dr Ruckman [The Scholarship Controversy, Can You Trust the Professional Liars? by Dr Peter S.
Ruckman] P **>15L [ The Christian’s Handbook of Manuscript Evidence by Dr Peter S. Ruckman] P 1%
has the following analyses, his emphases.

“Watch how [White] proceeds, as he carefully avoids all facts and simply “ad libs” through a tex-
tual problem, relying on his individual idiosyncrasies, and opinionated prejudices, to get by and
pass himself off as a “scholar.” [like PPPP]

““The Lord’s prayer in Matthew 6 is an excellent text for illustrating how scribal expansion took
place in the context...vs. 13 provides a valuable insight into the habits of scribes, but the many ef-
forts at harmonizing Luke’s much abbreviated version [Luke 11:2, 4] [abbreviated by the NASV and
NIV] are of great interest as well...the additional material in verse 13 gives us INDICATIONS of its
LATER origin in a number of ways. ”

“Now check him out...
1. How did “scribal expansion” take place? No data.

2. What “valuable insight” did anyone get? It isn’t given.

3. Where was the proof that Luke’s original read as the “abbreviated” NASV and NIV [[that]
lopped off nineteen words from [Luke 11:2-4]]? No proof given. Three assertions in one
paragraph.

4. Why did you take for granted that the “additional material” in Matthew had been added
“later,” when your theory on the lateness of the Byzantine readings (see pp 169-172) was
shot so full of holes you could fly a DC-10 through it? See Chapter 3 and this author’s earli-
er work [www.timefortruth.co.uk/why-av-only/ ‘O Biblios’ — The Book] “"@®" ¢ for summary
material on the ‘Byzantine’ text.

5. A “number of ways,” is it? Why didn’t you give ONE? ...

“In clownish hilarity, this superficial critic [The King James Only Controversy] P ?>® says that you
can be “disconcerted” when you compare the NIV with the AV if you are not ‘“‘familiar with the rea-
sons for the difference.” Sonny...The “differences” are the differences between a pure text which
was breathed upon by the Holy Spirit (1611-1996), and a miserable counterfeit text...

“What is the “external evidence” for getting rid of Matthew 6:13? Why it is good old 8§ and B
again: the two manuscripts that contain New Testament Apocrypha (The Shepherd and Barnabas),
that omit 1 and 2 Timothy; Titus; Hebrews, chapters 10-13; and the whole book of Revelation; [and]
that contain Old Testament, Catholic apocryphal books...

“White said “numerous church fathers” sided with 8 and B. For example? Name one...

“You want to see those “attempts at harmonization” Jimbo spoke about? He couldn’t even locate
them. ”

Though referring explicitly to the blasphemous change of “God” 1 Timothy 3:16 to “He who” in the
1881 RV, perpetuated by all modern versions either in their texts, NIVs, or notes, NKJV, Dean Bur-
gon in The Revision Revised p 105 states the following about the excision of the “For thine is the
kingdom, and the power, and the glory, for ever. Amen” from Matthew 6:13 that PPPP demands,
this writer’s emphases.

May we be permitted to say without offence that, in our humble judgment, if the Church of England,
at the Revisers’ bidding, were to adopt this and thousands of other depravations of the sacred page™,
with which the Church Universal was once well acquainted, but which in her corporate character
she has long since unconditionally condemned and abandoned, - she would deserve to be pointed at
with scorn by the rest of Christendom...
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*As...the many proposed omissions, as in S. Matth. vi. 13 (the Doxology): in xvi. 2, 3 (the signs of
the weather) [omission of “O ye hypocrites”]: in S. Mark ix. 44 & 46 (the words of woe): in S. John
v. 3, 4 (the Angel troubling the pool), &c. &c. &c.

PPPP cannot explicitly account for the supposed “scribal expansion” to Matthew 6:13 any more
than James White could. Just as “Israel joined himself unto Baalpeor” Numbers 25:2 PPPP has
joined himself with the perpetrators of the depravations of the sacred page. PPPP too, therefore
would deserve to be pointed at with scorn by the rest of Christendom...

In sum, PPPP’s objections to “the scripture of truth” Daniel 10:21 the 1611 Holy Bible:
e Incomplete, non-identical and supposedly spurious manuscript sources for the 1611 Holy Bible
e The supposed superiority of Jerome’s Latin Vulgate to the 1611 Holy Bible

e The supposed error of the Reformation principle Sola scriptura “by Scripture alone”
en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Sola_scriptura

e Disputed texts in the 1611 Holy Bible.

have now been answered in some detail. More details will follow in Annotations to Exchanges and
PPPP’s objections to “the scripture of truth” Daniel 10:21.

Second Exchange, April 26" 2014

Then, as the Lord Jesus Christ exhorted, to be implemented by this writer as soon as PPPP’s multiple
falsehoods have been fully answered “Let them alone: they be blind leaders of the blind. And if the
blind lead the blind, both shall fall into the ditch” Matthew 15:14.
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Annotations to Exchanges and PPPP’s objections to “the scripture of truth” Daniel 10:21
Second Exchange, April 26" 2014

PPPP has repeated his objections to “the scripture of truth” Daniel 10:21 the 1611 Holy Bible that
have centred on:

e Incomplete, non-identical and supposedly spurious manuscript sources for the 1611 Holy Bible
e The supposed superiority of Jerome’s Latin Vulgate to the 1611 Holy Bible

e The supposed error of the Reformation principle Sola scriptura “by Scripture alone”
en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Sola_scriptura

e Disputed texts in the 1611 Holy Bible.

See again Annotations to Exchanges and PPPP’s objections to “the scripture of truth” Daniel
10:21

First Exchange, April 26™ 2014.
PPPP’s anti-Biblical diatribe continues as follows.

e Incomplete, non-identical and supposedly spurious manuscript sources for the 1611 Holy Bible

1. You never answered the question of my first submission “Now it is crucial to realize that
working from the assumption of sola scriptura (i.e., the position that a book is the ONLY iner-
rant rule of faith and practice) the Protestant cannot be sure what “scripture” is: due to the
aforementioned fact about the imperfection of extant biblical manuscripts. You cannot iden-
tify which manuscript of the many thousands there are: that is a facsimile copy of the original
inspired writings: You are fallible and only have your fallible opinion. Furthermore even if
you did (which is of course absolutely impossible) many passages are missing and thus in-
complete and you have no way of knowing what was originally there. Is it not a contradic-
tion to believe the “word of God” (as you construe it) is preserved when the facts indicate
otherwise? This crushes sola scriptura.”

PPPP’s objection to the manuscript sources for the 1611 Holy Bible has been further answered. See
these extracts from:

Annotations to Exchanges and PPPP’s objections to “the scripture of truth” Daniel 10:21
First Exchange, April 26 2014

The facts of textual transmission from ancient sources and preservation of the purity of the text that
underlies the 1611 Holy Bible are given in the following extracts from earlier works by this writer.
Unlike D. A. Carson and PPPP with his mental meanderings of an unidentified 10" century monk,
see First Exchange, April 26" 2014, the researchers cited “speak forth the words of truth and so-
berness” Acts 26:25. Note that no Bible believer has to resort to extant Greek manuscripts for “the
scripture of truth” Daniel 10:21 because as shown it was preserved entire and unblemished in the
texts of pre-1611 Bibles the texts of which were brought to perfection in the 1611 Holy Bible.

PPPP of course cannot cite from Carson or any other source any let alone many missing passages of
scripture from the testimony of the Greek sources. It is necessary therefore simply to show how, as a
whole, the bulk of extant Greek sources does bear witness to the New Testament text of the 1611
Holy Bible and is overwhelmingly an unbroken witness to that text from when it was first written.

Some overlap with the items First, Second, Third and Final Exchange, April 27" 2014, This
Writer’s Response will be observed in the extracts that follow. It is hoped that this overlap will
help readers according to Paul’s exhortation. “Finally, my brethren, rejoice in the Lord. To write
the same things to you, to me indeed is not grievous, but for you it is safe” Philippians 3:1.
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Extract from www.timefortruth.co.uk/why-av-only/why-the-av-only-7434.php Laodicean Lenny is
a Christian anarchist wise in his own conceit pp 4-6. The following extract shows that the manu-
script sources for the 1611 Holy Bible are not fragmentary, contradictory or spurious as D. A. Carson
and PPPP insinuate. The King James translators’ knowledge of their Biblical sources was far in ad-
vance of that of “the two tails of these smoking firebrands” 1saiah 7:4 Carson and PPPP. See the
summary statement by Dr Fulke. Further information is given on The Pure Bible of the Waldenses
and Jerome’s insidious Vulgate. See Introduction and First Exchange, This Writer’s Response....

See these extracts from kjv.benabraham.com/html/chapter-5.html with respect to the 1611 Holy
Bible, its comprehensive sources and its unparalleled scholarly compilation of which Lenny appears
to be largely ignorant.

Origin of the King James Version

After the life and death struggles with Spain, and the hard fought battle to save the English people
from the Jesuit Bible of 1582, victorious Protestantism took stock of its situation and organized for
the new era which had evidently dawned. A thousand ministers, it is said, sent in a petition, called
the Millenary Petition, to King James who had now succeeded Elizabeth as sovereign. One author
describes the petition as follows:

“...Among other of their demands, Dr. Reynolds, who was the chief speaker in their behalf, requested
that there might be a new translation of the Bible, without note or comment” [McClure].

The strictest [i.e. most Biblical] element of Protestantism, the Puritan, we conclude, was at the bot-
tom of this request for a new and accurate translation, and the Puritan element on the committee ap-
pointed was strong [McClure].

The language of the Jesuit Bible had stung the sensibilities and the scholarship of Protestants. In the
preface of that book it had criticized and belittled the Bible of the Protestants. The Puritans felt that
the corrupted version of the Rheimists was spreading poison among the people, even as formerly by
withholding the Bible, Rome had starved the people [Brooke]...

The [Unrivalled] Scholarship of the Reformers

...In view of the vast stores of material which were available to verify the certainty of the Bible at the
time of the Reformation, and the prodigious [labours] of the Reformers in this material for a century,
it is very erroneous to think that they had not been sufficiently overhauled by 1611.

It was said of one of the translators of the King James that “such was his skill in all languages, espe-
cially the Oriental, that had he been present at the confusion of tongues at Babel, he might have
served as Interpreter-General” [McClure]. It is an exaggerated idea, much exploited by those who
are attacking the Received Text [like Lenny], that we of the present have greater resources of infor-
mation, as well as more valuable, than had the translators of 1611. The Reformers themselves con-
sidered their sources of information perfect. Doctor Fulke says:

“But as for the Hebrew and Greek that now is, (it) may easily be proved to be the same that always
hath been; neither is there any diversity in sentence, howsoever some copies, either through negli-
gence of the writer, or by any other occasion, do vary from that which is commonly and most gener-
ally received in some letters, syllables, or words” [Fulke].

We cannot censure the Reformers for considering their sources of information sufficient and authen-
tic enough to settle in their minds the infallible inspiration of the Holy Scriptures, since we have a
scholar of repute to-day rating their material as high as the material of the present. Doctor Jacobus
thus indicates the relative value of information available to Jerome, to the translators of the King
James, and to the Revisers of 1900:

“On the whole, the differences in the matter of the sources available in 390, 1590, and 1890 are not
very serious” [Jacobus].
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PPPP is among those of whom David said “Whose mouth speaketh vanity, and their right hand is a
right hand of falsehood” Psalm 144:8.

Extract from www.timefortruth.co.uk/why-av-only/why-the-av-only-7434.php The 1611 Holy Bible
versus Bible Critic Jacob Prasch pp 43-44. Note that this extract expands upon the statement under
Second Exchange, April 27" 2014, This Writer’s Response pp also fails to understand that a late
manuscript can and does embody an early text.

See also www.timefortruth.co.uk/why-av-only/ ‘O Biblios’ — The Book pp 94-96, 97-99 with respect
to the ‘oldest and best” and ‘weighed not counted’ speculations and Carson’s and PPPP’s hang-up
about non-identical manuscripts.

Brake, [Counterfeit or Genuine? Mark 16? John 8? 2" Edition David Otis Fuller, D.D.] p 211,
wrote his thesis for Master of Theology at Dallas Theological Seminary on The Doctrine of the
Preservation of the Scriptures. He states “Although there are variants within the Textus Receptus
these are extremely few and often trivial, which demonstrates the highly stable character of the man-
uscript tradition.” Hodges continues, [Which Bible? 5 Edition David Otis Fuller, D.D pp 33-37].

“No one has yet explained how a long, slow process spread out over many centuries as well as over
a wide geographical area, and involving a multitude of copyists, who often knew nothing of the state
of the text outside of their own monasteries or scriptoria, could achieve this widespread uniformity
out of the diversity presented by the earlier forms of text. Even an official edition of the New Testa-
ment...would have great difficulty achieving this result as the history of Jerome’s Vulgate demon-
strates.”

Here Hodges notes “the more than 8000 Vulgate manuscripts which are extant today exhibit the
greatest amount of cross contamination of textual types.” He continues.

“But an unguided process achieving relative stability and uniformity in the diversified textual, his-
torical, and cultural circumstances in which the New Testament was copied, imposes impossible
strains on our imagination.

“Herein lies the greatest weakness of contemporary textual criticism. Denying to the Majority text
any claim to represent the actual form of the original text, it is nevertheless unable to explain its rise,
its comparative uniformity, and its dominance in any satisfactory manner. All these factors can be
rationally accounted for, however, if the Majority text represents simply the continuous transmission
of the original text from the very first. All minority text forms [i.e. Codices B Vaticanus and x Aleph
Sinaiticus that underlie Jerome’s Vulgate that PPPP idolises] are, on this view, merely divergent off-
shoots of the broad stream of transmission whose source is the autographs themselves...”...

Pickering [New Age Bible Versions] p 476 states that “We are not judging between two text forms,
one representing 80% of the MSS. and the other 20%. Rather, we have to judge between 80-90%
and a fraction of 1%"...

Our critic [like Carson and PPPP] regards as an “insoluble problem” the fact that “no two mss. in
the Byzantine or T.R. tradition agree perfectly.” He therefore maintains that “this tradition is not
better off than any other.” Dr Hills [Believing Bible Study] p 196 compares “the printed Textus Re-
ceptus to the Traditional New Testament text found in the majority of the Greek New Testament
manuscripts.”

“These two texts are virtually identical. Kirsopp Lake and his associates (1928) demonstrated this
fact...they came to the conclusion that in the 11" chapter of Mark “the most popular text in the man-
uscripts of the tenth to the fourteenth century” differed from the Textus Receptus only four times.
This small number of differences seems almost negligible in...that in this same chapter Aleph B [un-
derlying Jerome’s Vulgate that PPPP idolises] and D differ from the Textus Receptus 69, 71, and 95
times respectively...in this same chapter B differs from Aleph 34 times and from D 102 times
and...Aleph differs from D 100 times ...
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Hodges concludes his evaluation of the Majority text [Which Bible? 5" Edition David Otis Fuller,
D.D.] p 37 [in a scholarly fashion unbeknown to either Carson or PPPP]: “The manuscript tradition
of an ancient book will, under any but the most exceptional circumstances, multiply in a reasonably
regular fashion with the result that the copies nearest the autograph will normally have the largest
number of descendants. The further removed from the history of transmission a text becomes from
its source the less time it has to leave behind a large family of offspring. Hence, in a large tradition
where a pronounced unity is observed between...eighty percent of the evidence, a very strong pre-
sumption is raised that this numerical preponderance is due to direct derivation from the very oldest
sources. In the absence of any convincing contrary explanation, this presumption is raised to a very
high level of probability indeed. Thus the Majority text, upon which the King James Version is
based, has in reality the strongest claim possible to be regarded as an authentic representation of the
original text. This claim is quite independent of any shifting consensus of scholarly judgment about
its readings and is based on the objective reality of its dominance in the transmissional history of the
New Testament text. This dominance has not and - we venture to suggest - cannot be otherwise ex-
plained”...

Pickering [True or False? 2" Edition p 231] continues:

“Burgon, the only man, living or dead, who ever personally collated all five of the old uncials
(Aleph, A, B, C, D) throughout the Gospels, asserted that it is actually easier to find two consecutive
verses in which B and Aleph differ from each other than two consecutive verses in which they entire-
ly agree.” Pickering also shows that, although the Byzantine manuscripts overwhelmingly bear wit-
ness to the Traditional TEXT, see above, the manuscripts themselves cannot be grouped as a “fami-
Iy”. Fuller [Which Bible? 5% Edition] p 264, states “It would be difficult to find even two “identical”
manuscripts.”

Neither Carson nor PPPP has therefore come up with anything new. Their lack of understanding of
manuscript and textual transmission has been answered long ago. Pickering, True or False? 2" Edi-
tion p 231, has these further citations that resolve Carson’s and PPPP’s hang-up about non-identical
manuscripts. The following citation is in turn further proof that PPPP has lied in his comment that
The KJV is not based on any ancient manuscripts but on a corrupt
line and strain of 10th century Byzantine Manuscripts started by a
single Monk: whose errors where then copied and circulated by other
manuscript transcribing Monks. See later for more details.

“Of the “Byzantine” text, Zuntz says that the great bulk of Byzantine manuscripts defies all attempts
to group them”... Clark says much the same.

““The main conclusion regarding the Byzantine text is that it was extremely fluid. Any single manu-
script may be expected to show a score of shifting affinities. Yet within the variety and confusion, a
few textual types have been distinguished.... These types are not closely grouped like the families,
but are like the broad Milky Way including many members within a general affinity...””

As Benjamin Wilkinson states, see above, The Latin Vulgate, the Sinaiticus, the Vaticanus, the Hex-
apla, Jerome, Eusebius, and Origen are terms for ideas that are inseparable in the minds of those
who know. They do not, however, have “a general affinity” as the sources of the Byzantine text do.
Citing Colwell, Pickering says of their text that “ iz is an artificial entity that never existed.””

The Latin Vulgate, the Sinaiticus, the Vaticanus, the Hexapla, Jerome, Eusebius, and Origen are
terms for ideas that are not “like the broad Milky Way ™ but instead “wandering stars, to whom is
reserved the blackness of darkness for ever” Jude 13.

Extract from www.timefortruth.co.uk/why-av-only/why-the-av-only-7434.php The 1611 Holy Bible
versus Rick Norris p 17. The statements given below about Rick Norris apply equally to PPPP and
show further the stark contrast between “the broad Milky Way” and “wandering stars, to whom is
reserved the blackness of darkness for ever” Jude 13.
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Benjamin Wilkinson concludes his Chapter 2 [kjv.benabraham.com/html/chapter-2.html] as follows.

NOTE: The two great families of Greek Bibles are well illustrated in the work of that outstanding
scholar, Erasmus. Before he gave to the Reformation the New Testament in Greek, he divided all
Greek MSS into two classes: those which agreed with the Received Text and those which agreed with
the Vaticanus MS...

THE TWO PARALLEL STREAMS OF BIBLES

Apostles (Ongmal) Apostates (Corrupt Onginals)
Received Text Sinaiticus and Vaticanus Bible
(Greek) (Greek)

Waldensian Bible Vulgate (Latin) Church of
{Itahc) Rome's Bible

Erasmus Vaticanus

(Received Text Restored) (Greek)

Luther’'s Bible, Dutch, French, French, Spamish, Itahan, etc.,
Italian, etc., (Received Text) {from Vulgate)

Tyndale (English) 1535 Rheins (English) from Vulgate
(from Received Text) {(Jeswut Bible of 1582)

Eing James, 1611 Oxford Movement

Wetscott and Hort (B and Aleph),
Enghsh Fevised 1881

Dr. Philip Schaff (B and Aleph),
American Revised 1901

The King James from the Received Text has been the Bible of the English speaking world for 300
years. This has given the Received Text, and the Bibles translated from it into other tongues, stand-
ing and authority. At the same time, it neutralized the dangers of the Catholic manuscripts and the
Bibles in other tongues translated from them.

Benjamin Wilkinson’s summary chart THE TWO PARALLEL STREAMS OF BIBLES above
gives the accurate historical perspective of the purified Psalm 12:6-7 scriptures with respect to
Greek, Latin and other Bibles versus the Catholic aberrations of scripture including Jerome’s Vul-
gate that PPPP idolises. Dean Burgon in effect elaborates in scholarly fashion upon Benjamin Wil-
kinson’s pictorial representation. See www.deanburgonsociety.org/DeanBurgon/dbs2771.htm Sum-
mary of Traditional Text, A Brief Summary of The Traditional Text of the Holy Gospels Vindicated
and Established by Dean John William Burgon Edited by Edward Miller 1896. It is up to PPPP to
show that Dean Burgon’s analysis of The Traditional Text of the Holy Gospels does not apply to the
remainder of the Authorized King James New Testament. So far he has utterly failed to show any-
thing of the kind. Dean Burgon’s analysis of The Traditional Text of the Holy Gospels as “the scrip-
ture of truth” Daniel 10:21 that God has preserved Psalm 12:6-7 down through the centuries to its
final perfected purified form as the Authorized King James New Testament follows in enclosed
quotes with inserted selected comments by Dr D. A. Waite. Burgon’s statements refer to his 7 tests
of truth for manuscripts readings. See this extract from:
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Annotations to Exchanges and PPPP’s objections to “the scripture of truth” Daniel 10:21

First Exchange, April 26™ 2014 in turn from www.timefortruth.co.uk/why-av-only/ ‘O Biblios’ —
The Book p 32.

7. Burgon carefully set out 7 tests of truth for manuscripts readings [Which Bible? 5" Edition] p
92:
1. Antiquity of witnesses

Number of witnesses

Variety of evidence

Respectability of witnesses

Continuity of witnesses

Context

Internal considerations

No akrown

He declared that “In the balances of these seven Tests of Truth the speculations of the Westcott
and Hort school [including idolisers of Jerome’s Vulgate like PPPP], which have bewitched mil-
lions are ‘Tekel,” weighed in the balances and found wanting” [Which Bible? 5" Edition] p 92.

Burgon’s statements for his 7 tests of truth for manuscripts readings follow from Dr D. A. Waite’s
Summary of Traditional Text, A Brief Summary of The Traditional Text of the Holy Gospels Vindi-
cated and Established by Dean John William Burgon Edited by Edward Miller 1896.

1. Antiquity as a Test of Truth

“The more ancient testimony is probably the better testimony. That it is not by any means always so
is a familiar fact. To quote the known dictum of a competent judge [Dr. F. H. A. Scrivener]: ‘It is no
less true to fact than paradoxical in sound that the worst corruptions to which the New Testament
has ever been subjected, originated within a hundred years after it was composed; that Irenaeus and
the African Fathers and the whole Western, with a portion of the Syriac Church, used far inferior
manuscripts to those employed by Stunica, or Erasmus, or Stephen, thirteen centuries after, when
moulding the Textus Receptus.” Therefore Antiquity alone affords no security that the manuscript in
our hands is not infected with the corruption which sprang up largely in the first and second centu-
ries”...

Comment by Dr D. A. Waite, his emphases

In other words, the African Fathers and Irenaeus used corrupt Greek texts. Even though they were
early and therefore a part of “antiquity,” they were corrupted through the actions of many heretics.
Their WRITING MATERIAL was OLD, but their WORDS were filled with CONTEMPORANEOUS
CORRUPTION. The manuscripts that Erasmus, or Stephens, or Stunica used, though they were
YOUNGER, they were, nevertheless, founded upon the WORDS of the original text which were THE
OLDEST POSSIBLE. This was possible because they had accurate copies. Their WRITING MATE-
RIAL was YOUNGER, but their WORDS were OLDER and PURER.

PPPP does of course insist that Lastly the Church Fathers themselves testify that the Greek is cor-
rupted and only the Latin is authentic. | can give you the evidence if you wish but due to your
short attention span | have not included it in this submission.

PPPP has lied again. African-based Greek texts were corrupted as Dean Burgon, Dr Scrivener and
Dr Waite have stated but, as also will be shown further, so was Jerome’s Latin Vulgate. The verdict
of the early church writers aka church fathers, as will also be shown, was in fact preponderantly in
favour of what Dean Burgon calls The Traditional Text that underlies the 1611 Holy Bible.

2. Number as a Test of Truth
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“*Number’ is the most ordinary ingredient of weight, and indeed in matters of human testimony, is
an element which even cannot be cast away. Ask one of Her Majesty’s Judges if it be not so. Ten
witnesses (suppose) are called in to give evidence: of whom one resolutely contradicts what is sol-
emnly deposed to by the other nine. Which of the two parties do we suppose the Judge will be in-
clined to believe? ...

Comment by Dr D. A. Waite

Obviously, in the foregoing set of circumstances, “Her Majesty’s Judges” would believe the nine
witnesses. We have, in our day, over 99% of the evidence of our manuscripts favoring the type of
text that underlies our King James Bible. Some 5,210 of the 5,255 of our manuscripts favor the Tra-
ditional Text that underlies our King James Bible. Less than 1% of the manuscripts side with the
false texts of Westcott and Hort and their modern counterparts, the Nestle-Aland and the United Bi-
ble Societies. The Westcott and Hort people despise this test of truth because the number of manu-
scripts on their side is so small.

3. Variety as a Test of Truth

“Witnesses of different kinds; from different countries, speaking different tongues.: - witnesses who
can never have met and between whom it is incredible that there should exist collusion of any kind: -
such witnesses deserve to be listened to most respectfully. Indeed, when witnesses of so varied a sort
agree in large numbers, they must needs be accounted worthy of even implicit confidence...

“It is precisely this consideration which constrains us to pay supreme attention to the combined tes-
timony of the Uncials and of the whole body of the Cursive Copies. They are (a) dotted over at least
1000 years: (b) they evidently belong to so many divers countries, - Greece, Constantinople, Asia
Minor, Palestine, Syria, Alexandria, and other parts of Africa, not to say Sicily, Southern Italy, Gaul,
England, and Ireland: (c) they exhibit so many strange characteristics and peculiar sympathies: (d)
they so clearly represent countless families of MSS., being in no single instance absolutely identical
in their text, and certainly not being copies of any other Codex in existence, - that their unanimous
decision I hold to be an absolutely irrefragable evidence of the Truth ...

4. Respectability or Weight as a Test of Truth

“In the first place, the witnesses in favour of any given reading should be respectable. ‘Respectabil-
ity is of course a relative term; but its use and applicability in this department of Science will be
generally understood and admitted by scholars, although they may not be altogether agreed as to the
classification of their authorities ...

Comment by Dr D. A. Waite

Any witnesses, such as “B” (Vatican) and “Aleph” (Sinai), which disagree one with the other in
over 3,000 substantial places in the Gospels alone would certainly not be respectable witnesses.
Certainly such false witnesses cannot be “respectable” by objective standards.

“B” (Vatican) and “Aleph” (Sinai) were the bases for Jerome’s Vulgate. Note again these extracts
from Kkjv.benabraham.com/html/chapter-2.html with respect to Benjamin Wilkinson’s evaluation of
the degenerate Catholic concoctions that included Jerome’s Vulgate.
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The Latin Vulgate, the Sinaiticus, the Vaticanus, the Hexapla, Jerome, Eusebius, and Origen, are
terms for ideas that are inseparable in the minds of those who know. The type of Bible selected by
Constantine has held the dominating influence at all times in the history of the Catholic Church.
This Bible was different from the Bible of the Waldenses, and, as a result of this difference, the Wal-
denses were the object of hatred and cruel persecution...

5. Continuity as a Test of Truth

“When therefore a reading is observed to leave traces of its existence and of its use all down the ag-
es, it comes with an authority of a peculiarly commanding nature. And on the contrary, when a
chasm of greater or less breadth of years yawns in the vast mass of evidence which is ready for em-
ployment, or when a tradition is found to have died out, upon such a fact alone suspicion or grave
doubt, or rejection must inevitably ensue...Still more, when upon the admission of the Advocates of
the opinions which we are opposing the chasm is no longer restricted but engulfs not less than fifteen
centuries in its hungry abyss, or else then the transmission ceased after four centuries [as Jerome’s
Vulgate did except in Catholicism], it is evident that according to an essential Note of Truth, those
opinions cannot fail to be self-destroyed as well as to labour under condemnation during more than
three quarters of the accomplished life of Christendom” ...

Comment by Dr D. A. Waite

The Textus Receptus has continuity right on down the line. There are at least thirty-seven tremen-
dous historical links of continuity. [See Defending the King James Bible by Dr. D. A. Waite, pages
44-48] The “transmission” oOf the B and Aleph type of texts “ceased after four centuries” and the
worship of these false texts did not resume for another “fifteen centuries.” It is evident that B and
Aleph, and their allies, were not continuous and therefore are worthy of “condemnation.”

6. Context as a Test of Truth

“A word, - a phrase, - a clause, - or even a sentence or a paragraph, - must have some relation to
the rest of the entire passage which precedes or comes after it. Therefore it will often be necessary,
in order to reach all the evidence that bears upon a disputed question, to examine both the meaning
and the language living on both sides of the point in dispute”...

See remarks earlier on the phrase “and shalt be” Revelation 16:5 that PPPP has blasphemously de-
nied. More will follow.

7. Internal Evidence as a Test of Truth

“Accordingly, the true reading of passages must be ascertained, with very slight exception indeed,
from the preponderating weight of external evidence, just according to its antiquity, to number, vari-
ety, relative value, continuousness, and with the help of the context. Internal considerations, unless
in exceptional cases they are found in strong opposition to evident error, have only a subsidiary
force ...

See remarks earlier on the phrase “and shalt be” Revelation 16:5 that PPPP has blasphemously de-
nied. More will follow on Revelation 16:5. For now Dean Burgon has this to say further about the
purity of the Traditional Text that finds perfection in the 1611 Holy Bible, with further extracts from
www.deanburgonsociety.org/DeanBurgon/dbs2771.htm Summary of Traditional Text, A Brief Sum-
mary of The Traditional Text of the Holy Gospels Vindicated and Established by Dean John William
Burgon Edited by Edward Miller 1896.
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IV. The Superiority of the Traditional Text
A. Various Statements on the Superiority of the Traditional Text.

1. The Traditional Text Was a 3 to 2 Favorite with Those Church Fathers Who Died Before to 400
A.D.

Note that Dean Burgon’s analysis that follows shows that PPPP has lied again in his comment Lastly
the Church Fathers themselves testify that the Greek is corrupted and only the Latin is authentic.
| can give you the evidence if you wish but due to your short attention span | have not included it
in this submission. For evidence see remarks under

Annotations to Exchanges and PPPP’s objections to “the scripture of truth” Daniel 10:21
First Exchange, April 26 2014

with respect to Dean Burgon’s vindication of Mark 16:9-20, John 7:53-8:11, 1 Timothy 3:16 in the
1611 Holy Bible but disputed by the over 33 Protestant scholars of the highest
‘eminence’ that PPPP lauds, who, as indicated earlier, were like those of whom David said “men
of high degree are a lie: to be laid in the balance, they are altogether lighter than vanity” Psalm
62:9. All three passages have considerable patristic or early church writers’ support, including Je-
rome for John 7:53-8:11. See also www.timefortruth.co.uk/why-av-only/ ‘O Biblios’ — The Book pp
48, 54, 60, 252-253 for detailed listings of early church writers in support of Mark 16:9-20, John
7:53-8:11, 1 Timothy 3:16 in the 1611 Holy Bible that give the lie to PPPP’s dogma to the contrary.

Dr D. A. Waite’s citations continue, further giving the lie to PPPP’s dogma about the Church Fa-
thers.

Dean Burgon wrote:

“No one, | believe, has till now made a systematic examination of the quotations occurring in the
writings of the Fathers who died before A.D. 400 and in public documents written prior to that
date...The testimony therefore of the [76] Early Fathers is emphatically according to the issue of
numbers in favour of the Traditional Text, being about 3:2. But it is also necessary to inform the
readers of this treatise, that here quality confirms quantity. A list will now be given of thirty im-
portant passages in which evidence is borne on both sides, and it will be seen that 530 testimonies
are given in favour of the Traditional readings as against 170 on the other side. In other words, the
Traditional Text beats its opponent in a general proportionto 3to 1”...

See citation from Dr Moorman’s work Early Church Fathers and the Authorized Version pp 37-61
below for a more extended list.

Comment by Dr D. A. Waite, his emphases, giving the lie also to PPPP’s notion that D. A. Carson is
any kind of °‘scholar’ let alone, supposedly, The top ‘conservative’ Protestant
“biblical scholar” on the planet D.A. Carson. See First Exchange, April 26"
2014.

Some of the leading Westcott and Hort followers of today are very bold to say that the Traditional
Text, or the Textus Receptus type of readings, did not exist prior to 400 A.D., and certainly not be-
fore the 6th Century A.D. Here you have statistical data on 76 Church Fathers who died prior to
400 A.D., showing, not only that the Textus Receptus readings did exist prior to 400 A.D., but that
they were in the majority. This was not merely a simple majority of barely over 50%, but it was a
majority of 60% to 40% over the Westcott and Hort false text. Dr. Jack [Moorman’s] recent and
careful research on this same subject revealed an even greater percentage - 70% to 30% in favor of
the Textus Receptus as opposed to B and Aleph. This can be found in his excellent book, Early
Church Fathers Witness to the Antiquity of the Traditional Text, pages 34-35. Itis B.F.T. #2136, 63
large pages @ $6.50+P&H. Don't believe any of the Westcott and Hort/B and Aleph devotees if
they tell you that the Traditional Text readings or the Traditional Text itself was not in existence be-
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fore 400 A.D. This is one of the falsehoods which D.A. Carson and other Westcott and Horters have
put in their books.

No wonder — see Second Exchange, April 26™ 2014 — PPPP whines You also make a citation of
Moorman. That is an insult to my intelligence.

PPPP is a coward who is too scared to face up to Dr Moorman’s research because that research
shows him up for the charlatan that he is and his ‘church’ as “..MYSTERY, BABYLON THE
GREAT, THE MOTHER OF HARLOTS AND ABOMINATIONS OF THE EARTH” Revelation
17:5. Citations and references follow from Dr Moorman’s work Early Church Fathers and the Au-
thorized Version pp 37-61. It is the same work that Dr Waite refers to above as B.F.T. #2136 under
a different title. Dr Moorman’s detailed research shows again that PPPP has lied about The top
‘conservative’ Protestant “biblical scholar” on the planet D.A.
Carson. D. A. Carson is no more of a Biblical scholar than Kit Carson was and a whole lot less
honest www.pbs.org/weta/thewest/people/a_c/carson.htm.

Dr Moorman states p 37 The early Fathers are now called to vote on 149 passages that affect the
doctrinal heart of Scripture. Bear in mind that in each instance* the AV reading is opposed by
Aleph and B [i.e. the NIV]. Therefore Textual Criticism would generally have to agree that these
149 AV readings are what they term “Distinctly Byzantine”. And consider also that for the past one
hundred years they have told us that few, if any, of these readings are found in the writings of the
early Fathers.

‘The ante-Nicene fathers unambiguously cited every text type except the Byzantine.” (D. A. Carson.
The King James Version Debate... p. 47...

When Seminary teachers such as Carson undermine faith in the Standard Bible by making this kind
of statement, have they taken the time to verify their source?! The material in this digest has been
presented plainly. It can be checked. It can be compared with other editions. If any can show (us-
ing the same Fathers on the same passages that this 2.3 to 1 advantage [70% to 30% in favor of the
Textus Receptus as opposed to B and Aleph — Dr D. A. Waite] to the Traditional Text can be over-
turned, | would be glad to see the evidence.

The word endures in the place where the grass withers and the flower fades — i.e. on earth. [“The
grass withereth, the flower fadeth: but the word of our God shall stand for ever”] Isaiah 40:8.

*Except in a few places where B is not extant. In which case Aleph must have the support of other
early uncials or papyri.

PPPP won’t show it. The 149 passages that affect the doctrinal heart of Scripture where the early
church writers support the 1611 Holy Bible against the NIV* in overall ratio 2.3:1 are as follows.
*Mostly in its text. Its footnotes cast doubt on some of the AV1611 readings in the passages below.

Matthew 1:25, 5:22, 27, 44, 6:1, 6:13, 33, 12:6, 13:51, 16:3, 17:20, 21, 18:11, 15, 20:18, 23:8, 24:36,
48, 25:13, 31, 26:42, 27:34, 35, 28:6

Mark 1:2, 3:15, 29, 9:29, 44, 10:24, 11:26, 15:28, 16:9-20

Luke 1:28, 2:14, 22, 33, 40, 43, 4:41, 9:55, 56, 12:39, 13:25, 14:5, 17:3, 21:36, 22:68, 23:42, 45,
24:46, 47

John 1:18, 27, 51, 3:13, 15, 4:42, 5:3, 4, 16, 17, 30, 6:14, 39, 47, 65, 69, 7:53-8:11, 28, 29, 59, 9:4,
35, 10:29, 32, 13:3, 32, 16:10, 16, 17:12, 17, 19:26, 20:17

Acts 2:30, 3:20, 6:8, 8:37, 16:11, 17:30

Romans 1:16, 10:15, 14:10, 15:29

1 Corinthians 5:4, 7, 6:20, 7:39, 9:1, 18, 22, 11:24, 15:47
2 Corinthians 4:10, 5:17, 11:31


http://www.pbs.org/weta/thewest/people/a_c/carson.htm

73
Galatians 4:7, 5:19
Ephesians 1:1, 18, 3:9, 14, 5:9, 30, 6:12
Philippians 4:13
Colossians 1:14, 2:18
1 Thessalonians 2:15, 19, 3:11, 13
1 Timothy 1:17, 3:16, 4:12, 5:16, 21, 6:5, 7
2 Timothy 2:19
Hebrews 1:3, 3:1, 10:30, 34
1 Peter 4:14, 5:5
1John 1:7, 2:7, 20, 28, 4:3,5:7, 8
Jude 1
Revelation 1:9a, 9b, 11:15, 17, 14:5, 20:12, 22:14

Dr Moorman has clearly studied the works of the early church writers thoroughly. PPPP clearly has
not. Solomon drew the distinction between them long ago.

“He that speaketh truth sheweth forth righteousness: but a false witness deceit” Proverbs 12:17.

Note further this extract from www.timefortruth.co.uk/why-av-only/ ‘O Biblios’ — The Book pp 99-
100 with respect to the works of early church writers for and against the 1611 Holy Bible.

9.5 “The Basic Issues Concerning the Text” — “The Late, Mixed, Secondary Text”

In para 3 of this sub-section, our critic states categorically that the Ante Nicene Fathers did not cite
the Byzantine Text. According to Kenyon, [True or False? 2" Edition David Otis Fuller, D.D.] p
236, this was “Hort’s contention, which was the cornerstone of his theory” of a “late and mixed,
and therefore secondary text.”

Pickering [True or False? 2" Edition] pp 237ff gives a detailed rebuttal of this blatant falsehood.
He cites the work of Miller, who examined “Burgon’s massive index of patristic quotations from the
New Testament.” Kenyon summarised Miller’s findings:

“Taking the Greek and Latin fathers who died before A.D. 400, their quotations are found to support
the Traditional Text in 2630 instances, the “neologian” in 1753.” (Dr Ruckman explains that the
“Neologian text” includes both “neutral” and “Western” readings, [Custer’s Last Stand Dr Peter S.
Ruckman] p 22. Both are supposedly earlier than the “Byzantine,” the “Neutral” text being that of
the Alexandrian Codex B, according to Hort [True or False? 2" Edition] p 114.) Kenyon continues:

“Nor is this majority due solely to the writers who belong to the end of the period. On the contrary,
if only the earliest writers be taken, from Clement of Rome to Irenaeus and Hippolytus, the majority
in favour of the Traditional Text is proportionately even greater, 151 to 84. Only in the Western and
Alexandrian writers do we find approximate equality of votes on either side.” (Dr Ruckman [Cus-
ter’s Last Stand] p 22, cites Miller who found that “Origen sided with THE TRADITIONAL TEXT
(in 200 A.D.!) 460 times while siding with the ‘Neologian’ text 491 times.”)

“Further”, says Kenyon, “if a select list of thirty important passages be taken for detailed examina-
tion, the preponderance of early patristic evidence in favour of the Traditional Text is seen to be no
less than 530 to 170.”

Kenyon, however, has an ‘explanation’ for these results. It is identical to the opinion of our critic,
stated in para 2 of this sub-section: “(Of) the readings found in the Ante Nicene period almost all of
them are also found in the other text types.” (Note that the concept of “text types” as upheld by the
opponents of the Received Text, has been shown to be invalid, so that our critic’s statement is mean-
ingless anyway.) Kenyon’s ‘explanation’ is as follows:
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“The thirty “traditional” readings, which (Miller) shows to be so overwhelmingly vindicated by the
Fathers, are not what Hort would call pure “Syrian’ readings at all. In nearly every case they have
Western or Neutral attestation.” Kenyon lists as examples Matthew 17:21, 19:16, 23:38, Mark 16:9-
20, Luke 24:40, John 21:25.

Dr Ruckman [Custer’s Last Stand] p 32, has an incisive comment: “The WESTERN FAMI-
LY...conflates in John 5:37, and the ALEXANDRIAN “‘family” conflates in Colossians 1:12 and 2
Thessalonians 3:4. Who didn’t know that the WESTERN TEXT again “conflates” neutral and Syri-
an readings in Matthew 4:13, John 5:37, and Acts 10:48, while VATICANUS “conflates” in Mark
1:28, Mark 1:40, and John 13:24, Revelation 6:1,2,5,7,8 and 17:14, and ALEPH “conflates” B with
a BYZANTINE TEXT in 1 Corinthians 7:34. This would make the WESTERN and ALEXANDRIAN
texts CONFLATE TEXTS DERIVED FROM THE BYZANTINE TEXT.”

Yet our critic insists, para 10, “the Alexandrian text shows no signs of being recensional.” Kenyon
concludes his ‘explanation.’

“According to Hort, the traditional text is the result of a revision in which old elements were incor-
porated; and Mr Miller merely points to some of those old elements, and argues therefrom that the
whole is old. It is clear that by such arguments Hort’s theory is untouched.”

Pickering [True or False? 2" Edition] p 239 replies:

“It is hard to believe that Kenyon was precisely honest here. He had obviously read Miller’s work
with care. Why did he not say anything about “unto repentance” in Matt. 9:13 and Mark 2:17, or
“vinegar” in Matt. 27:34, or “from the door” in Matt. 28:2, or “the prophets” in Mark 1:2, or “good
will” in Luke 2:14, or the Lord’s prayer for His murderers in Luke 23:34, or “some honeycomb” in
Luke 24:42, or “they” in John 17:24...these instances are also among “the thirty.” They would ap-
pear to be “strictly Syrian” readings, if there really is such a thing. Why did Kenyon ignore them?
The cases Kenyon cites fell within the scope of Miller’s inquiry because they are Traditional read-
ings, whatever other attestation they may also have, and because the English Revisers of 1881 re-
jected them. Kenyon asserted that Miller’s figures “cannot be accepted as representing in any way
the true state of case,” but he has not shown us why.

“It is commonplace among the many who are determined to despise the “Byzantine” text t0 dodge
the issue, as Kenyon did above. The postulates of Hort’s theory are assumed to be true and the evi-
dence is interpreted on the basis of these presuppositions. Apart from the imaginary nature of the
“Alexandrian” and “Western” texts, as strictly definable entities, their priority to the “Byzantine”
text is the very point to be proved and may not be assumed.”

PPPP can cite nothing to overthrow the preponderance of support in favour of the AV1611 Text
among the early church writers that Pickering has outlined above. PPPP is “as one that beateth the
air” 1 Corinthians 9:26.

Dr D. A. Waite’s citations continue, further giving the lie to PPPP’s dogma about the Church Fa-
thers.

2. The Traditional Text Was in Existence and Predominant from the Earliest Years of the
Churches.

Dean Burgon wrote:

“As far as the Fathers who died before 400 A.D. are concerned, the question may now be put and
answered. Do they witness to the Traditional Text as existing from the first, or do they not? The re-
sults of the evidence, both as regards the quantity and the quality of the testimony, enable us to reply,
not only that the Traditional Text was in existence, but that it was predominant, during the period
under review. Let any one who disputes this conclusion make out for the Western Text, or the Alex-
andrian, or for the Text of B and Aleph, a case from the evidence of the Fathers which can equal or
surpass that which has been now placed before the reader ... PPPP can’t and won’t.
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Comment by Dr D. A. Waite, his emphases

Dr. Dan Wallace, a professor at Dallas Theological Seminary, disagrees with Dean Burgon and
Edward Miller on this point. He has written to the effect that we may have Byzantine or Traditional
Text “readings,” but not a Byzantine or Traditional “text.” As Dr. David Otis Fuller used to say,
“He is playing antics with semantics!” How can you have readings if you don’t have a text from
which those readings were derived?

3. Why The Traditional Text Does not Now Have Many Older Manuscripts.
Dean Burgon s editor, Rev. Edward Miller, when talking about B and Aleph, wrote:

“How is it that we possess no MSS. of the New Testament of any considerable size older than those,
[that is, B and Aleph] or at least no other such MSS. as old as they are? Besides the disastrous re-
sults of the persecution of Diocletian, there is much force in the reply of Dean Burgon, that being
generally recognized as bad MSS. they were left standing on the shelf in their handsome covers,
whilst others which were more correct were being thumbed to pieces in constant use ...

Comment by Dr D. A. Waite

What is meant by “the disastrous results of the persecution of Diocletian”? This Roman Emperor
burned both the Christians and their Bibles. What kind of Bible did these believers have in their
hands when they were hunted down to be tortured and slain? They had Textus Receptus or Tradi-
tional Text kind of Bibles. These kinds of Greek manuscripts were the ones that were destroyed by
the multiplied hundreds.

4. Why The Traditional Text Later Manuscripts are Better than the Older Ones Like “B” and
“Aleph.”

It should be remembered that “B” and “Aleph” are the basis for Jerome’s Vulgate, noting again
Wilkinson’s observation from the Introduction. The Latin Vulgate, the Sinaiticus, the Vaticanus, the
Hexapla, Jerome, Eusebius, and Origen, are terms for ideas that are inseparable in the minds of
those who know. The type of Bible selected by Constantine has held the dominating influence at all
times in the history of the Catholic Church. This Bible was different from the Bible of the Walden-
ses, and, as a result of this difference, the Waldenses were the object of hatred and cruel persecu-
tion...

See kjv.benabraham.com/html/chapter-2.html Our Authorized Bible Vindicated Chapter 2 The Bible
Adopted by Constantine and the Pure Bible of the Waldenses.

Dean Burgon’s analysis further gives the lie to PPPP’s wilfully ignorant 1 Corinthians 14:38 notion
that the Traditional Text underlying the 1611 Holy Bible New Testament is somehow untrustworthy
because as PPPP insists The vast majority of Greek NT manuscript copies (and on which the Textus
Receptus is in part based) are from the 11" century!!!!

See Second Exchange, April 26™ 2014 and note again this extract from Annotations to Exchanges
and PPPP’s objections to “the scripture of truth” Daniel 10:21

First Exchange, April 26" 2014 showing that textual sources underlying the 1611 Holy Bible in the
form of faithful vernacular translations of the Traditional Text derive from well before the 11" cen-
tury and from well before Jerome’s late-4" century Vulgate en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Vulgate.

See these extracts from kjv.benabraham.com/html/chapter-2.html with respect to the corrupt
sources underlying the NIVs via Jerome’s Latin Vulgate, the 1582 Jesuit Rheims New Testament de-
rived from it and the Waldensen Bibles that the King James translators possessed...
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The Reformers held that the Waldensian Church was formed about 120 A.D., from which date on,
they passed down from father to son the teachings they received from the apostles [Allix]. The Latin
Bible, the Italic, was translated from the Greek not later than 157 A.D. [Scrivener]. We are indebted
to Beza, the renowned associate of Calvin, for the statement that the Italic Church dates from 120
AD...

Waldensian influence, both from the Waldensian Bibles and from Waldensian relationships, entered
into the King James translation of 1611. Referring to the King James translators, one author [Dr
Benjamin Warfield] speaks thus of a Waldensian Bible they used:

“It is known that among modern [i.e. contemporary] versions they consulted was an lItalian, and
though no name is mentioned, there cannot be room for doubt that it was the elegant translation
made with great ability from the original Scriptures by Giovanni Diodati, which had only recently
(1607) appeared at Geneva”...

It is therefore evident that the translators of 1611 had before them four Bibles which had come under
Waldensian influence: the Diodati in Italian, the Olivetan in French, the Lutheran in German, and the
Genevan in English. We have every reason to believe that they had access to at least six Waldensian
Bibles written in the old Waldensian vernacular.

Dean Burgon’s explanation of Why The Traditional Text Later Manuscripts are Better than the
Older Ones Like “B” and “Aleph” continues.

Dean Burgon wrote:

“Nay, it will be found, as | am bold enough to say, that in many instances a fourteenth-century copy
of the Gospels may exhibit the truth of Scripture, while the fourth-century copy in all these instances
proves to be the depository of a fabricated text ...

Comment by Dr D. A. Waite

This is precisely the case with B, Aleph, and the some 43 other Greek manuscripts that follow them.
They were depraved texts which had been doctored by heretics and others who were false in their
doctrines.

See statement above He [Burgon] declared that “In the balances of these seven Tests of Truth the
speculations of the Westcott and Hort school [including idolisers of Jerome’s Vulgate like PPPP],
which have bewitched millions are ‘Tekel,” weighed in the balances and found wanting” [Which Bi-

ble? 5™ Edition] p 92.
5. The New Testament Is Unique in Attempts at Doctrinal Depravations.
Dean Burgon wrote:

“In fact, until those who make the words of the New Testament their study are convinced that they
move in a region like no other, where unique phenomena await them at every step, and where seven-
teen hundred and fifty years ago depraving causes unknown in every other department of learning
were actively at work, progress cannot really be made in the present discussion ...

Comment by Dr D. A. Waite

Unlike secular documents, theological heretics purposely and maliciously perverted New Testament
documents. B and Aleph, and the other so-called “Old Uncials” (Aleph, A [after the Gospels. Co-
dex A tends to follow the Traditional Text in the Gospels, see Burgon’s remark above about codices
of the A type www.timefortruth.co.uk/why-av-only/ ‘O Biblios’ — The Book p 99], B, C, and D), are
examples of such perversion. Since this is true, those early copies are not to be trusted. If the per-
versions took place within the first hundred years after the New Testament was composed, then those
early copies, such as B and Aleph, were the ones on which the heretics operated. This is what Dr.
Scrivener and Dean Burgon both believe.
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6. The New Testament Was Doctrinally Corrupted by Early Heretics.
Dean Burgon wrote:

“And the Written Word in like manner, in the earliest age of all, was shamefully handled by man-
kind. Not only was it confused through human infirmity and misapprehension, but it became also the
object of restless malice and unsparing assaults. Marcion, Valentinus, Basilides, Heracleon, Me-
nander, Asclepiades, Theodotus, Hermophilus, Apollonides, and other heretics adapted the Gospels
to their own ideas ...

Comment by Dr D. A. Waite. Note again this statement from above:

PPPP does of course insist that Lastly the Church Fathers themselves testify that the Greek is cor-
rupted and only the Latin is authentic. | can give you the evidence if you wish but due to your
short attention span | have not included it in this submission.

PPPP has lied again. African-based Greek texts were corrupted as Dean Burgon, Dr Scrivener and
Dr Waite have stated but, as also will be shown further, so was Jerome’s Latin Vulgate.

If these nine above-named heretics adapted the Gospels to their own ideas and they lived during the
first few centuries of the church age, it is entirely possible that B and Aleph and their allies might
have been samples of some of their depravations. B and Aleph both were from Egypt. According to
Dr. Bruce Metzger,

“Every deviant Christian sect was represented in Egypt during the second century.” [Bruce Metz-
ger, Early Versions, p. 101, quoted in Dr. Jack Moorman, Early Manuscripts, p. 40]

He then listed no less than eleven such “deviant Christian sects.” Egypt abounded with theological
heresies. It is not unreasonable to assume that some of such heresies were transferred over to the
New Testament texts which the heretics had in their possession.

Dr Waite has identified the corrupt Greek as having stemmed from Egypt but Jerome’s Latin is not
the authentic Latin as has been shown repeatedly in this work with respect to the Old Latin vernacu-
lar versions and will be shown further with verse comparisons.

7. The Traditional Text Is Incomparably Superior to the Westcott and Hort Type of Text.
Dean Burgon wrote:

“Accordingly, the text of which we are now treating, which is that of the later Uncials and the Cur-
sives combined, is incomparably superior under all the external Notes of Truth [see remarks above
on Burgon’s 7 tests of truth]. It possesses in nearly all cases older attestation: there is no sort of
question as to the greater number of witnesses that bear evidence to its claims: nor to their variety:
and hardly ever to the explicit proof of their continuousness, which indeed is also generally - nay,
universally - implied owing to the nature of the case: their weight is certified upon stronger grounds:
and as a matter of fact, the context in nearly all instances testifies on their side. The course of doc-
trine pursued in the history of the Universal Church is immeasurably in their Favour ...

Comment by Dr D. A. Waite

All of these attestations refer to the Traditional Text which underlies our King James Bible. This text
matches virtually all the seven tests of truth.
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8. The Traditional Text Has an Unbroken Succession.
Dean Burgon wrote:

“The history of the Traditional Text, on the contrary [compared with the texts of Aleph and B, which
underlie Jerome’s Vulgate], goes step by step in unbroken succession regularly back to the earliest
times [long before Jerome]...Erasmus followed his few MSS. because he knew them to be good repre-
sentatives of the mind of the Church which had been informed under the ceaseless and loving care of
mediaeval transcribers [as distinct from PPPP’s unsubstaniated claim of a corrupt line and
strain of 10th century Byzantine Manuscripts started by a single
Monk: whose errors where then copied and circulated by other manu-
script transcribing Monks]: and the text of Erasmus printed at Basle agreed in but little
variation with the text of the Complutensian editors published in Spain, for which Cardinal Ximenes
procured MSS. at whatever cost he could. No one doubts the coincidence in all essential points of
the printed text with the text of the Cursives”... [PPPP of course seeks to raise doubts e.g. with the
bald assertion of a corrupt line and strain of 10th century Byzantine Man-
uscripts started by a single Monk that he can’t identify i.e. “Yea, hath God said...?”
Genesis 3:1. See First Exchange, April 26" 2014]

Comment by Dr D. A. Waite

Unbroken succession is necessary. Can you really trust a text that arose in about 350 A.D. and was
not copied and re-copied for the next 1500 years? [PPPP insists that St. Jerome was 1500 years
closer to the original languages than any scholar today. That was where Jerome evidently stuck
and so did Catholicism] Inasmuch as Westcott and Hort raised this discarded text from the dead,
why should we believe it is the true and original text of the New Testament? It was, in fact, a text
rejected by the churches as being corrupted...Erasmus had a text which had but “little variation”
with the text of the Complutensian Polyglot of Cardinal Ximenes, yet one used manuscripts from
Basle and the other used manuscripts from Spain. Why did they have so little “variation”? It was
because the cursives from which they were taken were identical in “all essential points.” You could
pick any of those Traditional Text cursives and you would find that they agree with each other in
“all essential points.” This is why both Ximenes and Erasmus were right on target with their
agreement between themselves because they were both based on the same stream of the Traditional
Text. The vast numbers of New Testament Greek manuscripts are like a river. Anywhere you might
collect samples of the water, they would test out the same. So with the Traditional Text manuscripts.

V. The Inferiority of the Westcott and Hort Text...

7. The Westcott and Hort (B and Aleph) Text Rejected 995 copies out of Every 1,000 as Being Un-
trustworthy.

Dean Burgon wrote:

“I am utterly disinclined to believe - as grossly improbable does it seem - that at the end of 1800
years, 995 copies out of every thousand suppose, will prove untrustworthy; and that the one, two,
three, four or five which remain, whose contents were till yesterday as good as unknown, will be
found to have retained the secret of what the Holy Spirit originally inspired. | am utterly unable to
believe, in short, that [God’s] promise has so entirely failed, that at the end of 1800 years much of
the text of the Gospel had in point of fact to be picked up by a German critic out of a waste-paper
basket in the convent of St. Catherine; and that the entire text had to be remodelled after the pattern
set by a couple of copies which had remained in neglect during fifteen centuries, and had probably
owed their survival to that neglect; whilst hundreds of others had been thumbed to pieces, and had
bequeathed their witness to copies made from them”... [What Burgon was rightly utterly disinclined
to believe is what PPPP would have readers to believe via Jerome’s Latin Vulgate i.e. “Yea, hath
God said...?” Genesis 3:1]
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Comment by Dr D. A. Waite

This German critic mentioned was Tischendorf. The text found in the waste-paper basket was manu-
script Aleph (Sinai). Recently retired 89-year-old Pastor Carl Drexler, of Runnemede, New Jersey,
used to refer to such higher critics as Tischendorf by a descriptive term. He called them “the higher
liar, critics.” This, in too many instances, is correct [also for PPPP]. The disuse of B, Aleph and a
few others explains why they were preserved instead of being “thumbed to pieces”...

9. The Westcott and Hort (B and Aleph) Text Is Based Upon a “Very Little Handful of Manu-
scripts” Rather than on the “Vast Multitude of Copies.”

Dean Burgon wrote:

“Does the truth of the Text of Scripture dwell with the vast multitude of copies, uncial and cursive,
concerning which nothing is more remarkable than the marvellous agreement which subsists be-
tween them? Ofr is it rather to be supposed that the truth abides exclusively with a very little handful
of manuscripts which at once differ from the great bulk of the witnesses, and - strange to say - also
amongst themselves [like Jerome’s Vulgate that PPPP idolises, see later]?”

“The advocates of the Traditional Text urge that the Consent without Concert of so many hundreds
of copies, executed by different persons, at diverse times, in widely sundered regions of the Church,
is a presumptive proof of their trustworthiness, which nothing can invalidate but [by] some sort of
demonstration that they are untrustworthy guides after all ”... [PPPP has not come up with one]

Comment by Dr D. A. Waite

There is an amassing of a tremendous amount of evidence by Dean Burgon in his masterful defense
of the Traditional Text and in his demolition of the B and Aleph and Westcott and Hort errors. He
combines logic with facts. [PPPP has failed to show either logic or genuine facts in isolation, let
alone both in combination]

14. The Westcott and Hort (B and Aleph) Text Contains Fragments of Many Other Texts.
Dean Burgon wrote:

“Although for convenience we have hitherto spoken of Codexes B/Aleph/D/L as exhibiting a single
text, - it is in reality not one text but fragments of many, which are to be met with in the little handful
of authorities enumerated above. Their witness does not agree together. The Traditional Text, on
the contrary, is unmistakably one ”... [Jerome’s Vulgate that PPPP idolises is likewise fragmentary.
See Second Exchange, April 271" 2014, This Writer’s Response and this extract. A genuine tex-
tual scholar, Hodges, notes that “the more than 8000 Vulgate manuscripts which are extant today
exhibit the greatest amount of cross contamination of textual types.” See ‘O Biblios’ - The Book p 94
[www.timefortruth.co.uk/why-av-only/].]

Comment by Dr D. A. Waite

Again, Dean Burgon repeats his charges of major disagreement between the texts of B, Aleph, and
their followers. This shows that they are “fragments of many ” other manuscripts rather than being
unified. Not so with the Traditional Text which is “unmistakably one.”
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17. The Westcott and Hort (B and Aleph) Text Is Not the Oldest Witness to the New Testament,
Because Much Older Evidence EXxists.

Dean Burgon wrote:

“But though there are in our hands as yet no older manuscripts [than B or Aleph], yet we have in the
first place various Versions, viz., the Peshitto of the second century, the group of Latin Versions
which begin from about the same time [up to 200 years before Jerome’s Vulgate that PPPP idolises.
See citation from Wilkinson below], the Boharic and the Thebaic of the third century, not to speak of
the Gothic which was about contemporary with your friends the Vatican and Sinaitic MSS. Next,
there are the numerous Fathers who quoted passages in the earliest ages, and thus witnessed to the
MSS. which they used...So that there is absolutely no reason to place these two MSS. upon a pedestal
by themselves on the score of supreme antiquity. They are eclipsed in this respect by many other au-
thorities older than they are”... [Dean Burgon has again given the lie to PPPP’s assertion that The
KJV is not based on any ancient manuscripts but on a corrupt 1line
and strain of 10th century Byzantine Manuscripts started by a sin-
gle Monk: whose errors where then copied and circulated by other
manuscript transcribing Monks. Note this citation from Wilkinson on the antiquity of
the ancient versions that support the text of the 1611 Holy Bible and pre-date Jerome’s Vulgate, this
writer’s emphases. This chapter will show that the Textus Receptus was the Bible in possession and
use in the Greek Empire, in the countries of Syrian Christianity, in northern Italy, in southern
France, and in the British Isles in the second century. This was a full century and more before the
Vaticanus and the Sinaiticus saw the light of day... When the apostles of the Roman Catholic
Church entered these countries in later centuries they found the people using the Textus Recep-
tus; and it was not without difficulty and a struggle that they were able to displace it and to substi-
tute their Latin Vulgate. This chapter will likewise show that the Textus Receptus belongs to the
type of these early apostolic manuscripts that were brought from Judea, and its claim to priority over
the Vaticanus and Sinaiticus will be established. See kjv.benabraham.com/html/chapter-2.html]

Comment by Dr D. A. Waite

Anyone who says “the oldest is the best, ” will have to say the Traditional Text is the best because the
witnesses to it are older than B or Aleph which have been “eclipsed ” by it...

23. The Westcott and Hort (B and Aleph) Text’s Three Reasons for Superiority Are all False.
Dean Burgon wrote:

“Of course, they have their reasons for dismissing nineteen-twentieths of the evidence at hand [as
PPPP does, see what follows]: but - this is the point - it rests with them to prove that such dismissal
is lawful and right. What then are their arguments? Mainly three, viz. [1] the supposed greater an-
tiquity of their favourite text [From Second Exchange, April 26™ 2014 St. Jerome was 1500 years
closer to the original languages than any scholar today...], [2] the superiority which they claim for
its character [From Second Exchange, April 26™ 2014 St. Jerome’s translation, moreover was a
careful, word-for-word rendering of the original texts into Latin...], and [3] the evidence that the
Traditional Text was as they maintain formed by conflation from texts previously in existence”
[From First Exchange, April 26" 2014 The KJV is not based on any ancient
manuscripts but on a corrupt line and strain of 10th century Byzan-
tine Manuscripts started by a single Monk:...]..
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Comment by Dr D. A. Waite

Dean Burgon has proved that all three of these reasons are false [These are PPPP’s bogus reasons.
Not much has changed in 130 years amongst them that “have perverted the words of the living God,
of the LORD of hosts our God” Jeremiah 23:36]. The Westcott and Hort or B and Aleph text (1)
does not have “greater antiquity ” than the Textus Receptus; (2) does not have superior character;
and (3) has not proved “conflation” for the Textus Receptus. These three falsehoods are still being
told in our day [e.g. by PPPP, Jacob Prasch, Rick Norris, Robert A. Joyner, James White et al]...

25. The Westcott and Hort (B and Aleph) Text Was Condemned by the Generations that Followed.
Dean Burgon wrote:

“B and Aleph...may be regarded as the founders, or at least as prominent members of a family,
whose descendants were few, because they were generally condemned by the generations which
came after them”...

Comment by Dr D. A. Waite

That is why there are so few New Testament Greek manuscripts that concur with B and Aleph, be-
cause they were condemned by the churches. Why do you think the English Revised Version of 1881
is no longer around? It is because it had been condemned by the churches that were using it. Why
is the King James Bible of 1611 still around? Because it has been accepted and approved by the
churches and Christians who use it... [God also condemned The Westcott and Hort (B and Aleph)
Text remembering again Wilkinson’s incisive statement Kjv.benabraham.com/html/chapter-2.html
that The Latin Vulgate, the Sinaiticus, the Vaticanus, the Hexapla, Jerome, Eusebius, and Origen, are
terms for ideas that are inseparable in the minds of those who know The RV never found favour
with ordinary churchgoers and its text is only kept to the fore by re-packaging it every so often under
a different name e.g. RSV 1952, NEB 1961, NIV 1978, 1984, 2011, NKJV footnotes, NRSV 1989,
REB 1989, ESV 2001, 2007, 2011 etc. with a fanfare of attendant hard-sell publicity. They are all
essentially The Westcott and Hort (B and Aleph) Text differing from the RV only in further depar-
tures from the AV1611 Text. See www.timefortruth.co.uk/why-av-only/ What is the Bible? —
AV1611 Overview pp 54-55 showing that of 252 passages of scripture totalling 262 verses the RV
departs from the AV1611 in 187 verses or 74% and the NIV in 244 verses or 97%. Most if not all
of the post-RV versions are nevertheless compared with the King James Text in any publicity exer-
cise, never with post-RV versions that preceded them, as the prefaces to these versions show. The
1611 Holy Bible remains the standard Biblical Text, no matter what. “Thus saith the Lord GOD,
Behold, I will lift up mine hand to the Gentiles, and set up my standard to the people...” Isaiah
49:22.]

Dean Burgon’s analysis of The Traditional Text that underlies the 1611 Holy Bible together with Dr
D. A. Waite’s additional notes show that PPPP’s obsession with Jerome’s Vulgate and his opposition
to the 1611 Holy Bible “the scripture of truth” Daniel 10:21 has identified him with the pathetic
creature of whom lIsaiah writes, as for any and all critics of the 1611 Holy Bible.

“He feedeth on ashes: a deceived heart hath turned him aside, that he cannot deliver his soul, nor
say, Is there not a lie in my right hand?” |saiah 44:20.

The foregoing material from Wilkinson, Fuller, Brake, Hodges, Pickering, Burgon and Waite have
finalised the answer to PPPP’s notion of

e Incomplete, non-identical and supposedly spurious manuscript sources for the 1611 Holy Bible
and at the same time disposed of PPPP’s notion of

e The supposed error of the Reformation principle Sola scriptura “by Scripture alone”
en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Sola_scriptura
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It bears repeating from Annotations to Exchanges and PPPP’s objections to “the scripture of
truth” Daniel 10:21

First Exchange, April 26" 2014

that it is not Sola Scriptura that is crushed but as indicated in the Introduction “the scripture of
truth” Daniel 10:21 the 1611 Holy Bible “my word like as a fire...saith the LORD; and like a
hammer...breaketh the rock in pieces” Jeremiah 23:29 “For their rock is not as our Rock, even our
enemies themselves being judges. For their vine is of the vine of Sodom, and of the fields of Go-
morrah: their grapes are grapes of gall, their clusters are bitter: Their wine is the poison of drag-
ons, and the cruel venom of asps” Deuteronomy 32:31-33.

PPPP should therefore take careful note of what awaits both him and his church.

“Therefore shall her plagues come in one day, death, and mourning, and famine; and she shall be
utterly burned with fire: for strong is the Lord God who judgeth her” Revelation 18:8.

More material now follows in answer to PPPP’s notions of

o The supposed superiority of Jerome’s Latin Vulgate to the 1611 Holy Bible
e Disputed texts in the 1611 Holy Bible

as found in Second Exchange, April 26" 2014.
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The supposed superiority of Jerome’s Latin Vulgate to the 1611 Holy Bible

PPPP’s anti-Biblical diatribe continues as follows.

2.

You make the assertion (citing Ruckman who is debunked by James Robert White a promi-
nent Protestant scholar) that the Latin sources were subject to corruption and that is why
they omit the doxology.

PPPP, as indicated earlier, has lied about James White as any kind of scholar and who has never
debunked anyone except himself and his fellow travellers. It is PPPP who does make the asser-
tion about James Robert White a prominent Protestant scholar. See this extract from the In-
troduction.

See www.avpublications.com/avnew/resources.html The James White Controversy Parts 1-7
that counter James White’s unscholarly attacks on New Age Bible Versions and The Scholarship
Only Controversy by Dr Peter S. Ruckman. See also:

Appendix 1 - James White and the ‘King James Only Controversy’ so-called

Appendix 2 - The ‘Whitewash’ Conspiracy — re: The King James Only Controversy by James
White, Extract on White’s 7 ‘KJB Errors’

Appendix 3 - The Incompetence of James White

Appendix 4 - Critique of James White’s The King James Only Controversy

See also Second Exchange, April 27" 2014, This Writer’s Response and this extract.

James White never debunked anyone, especially not Dr Ruckman as The Scholarship Only Con-
troversy shows. It is the other way round [www.timefortruth.co.uk/why-av-only/james-white-
dr-divietro-and-dawaite.php KJO Review Full Text Author’s Introduction, Tables Al1-A4, Ap-
pendix 1 - James White and the ‘King James Only Controversy’ so-called]. White attacks over
200 passages of scripture in his book, all of which attacks are found to be falsehoods on exami-
nation though it is clear that White repeatedly lines up with Rome and Watchtower in his de-
partures from the AV1611. White is not a prominent scholar. He is a prominent and habitual
liar, as Dr Ruckman’s book shows.

PPPP has lied again in his assertion that an assertion was made about wilful corruption of Old
Latin sources. No assertion was made. A specific book and chapter citation was given that
PPPP in predictable cowardly fashion evaded. See again from above First Exchange, This
Writer’s Response and the following extract.

Concerning Matthew 6:13...here is the material from www.timefortruth.co.uk/why-av-only/ ‘O
Biblios’ - The Book pp 42-43 that pp missed, for info. under

Many witnesses to the Doxology existed before the 4™ century uncials Aleph and B that cut out
the words. Although most Old Latin sources in existence have the words cut out, it is known
that they were subject to corruption e.g. by Origen and Jerome, as Dr Ruckman shows, Biblical
Scholarship, Chapters 3, 4. Dr Ruckman also shows Carson to be fraudulent, pp 87-88, 297,
298, 476.

The specific material from Dr Ruckman’s book Biblical Scholarship, Chapters 3, 4 that PPPP
was too cowardly and too dishonest to face up to is from pp 92-93, 129-137 of Biblical Scholar-
ship and may be summarised as follows.

e Patrick used the Old Latin text in Ireland. It differed from Jerome’s Vulgate. Dr Ruckman
cites Wilkinson’s research to that effect. See extract from KJO Review Full Text pp 15-16
www.timefortruth.co.uk/why-av-only/james-white-dr-divietro-and-dawaite.php below.

e The Old Latin text was the basis for Diodati Italian and French Olivetan Bibles with texts that
followed the Received Text and in turn the 1611 Holy Bible against Jerome’s Vulgate.
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The Old Syriac Peshitta Bible of Tatian’s Diatessaron dates from 170-180 A.D. i.e. well be-
fore Jerome’s Vulgate. Its text agrees repeatedly with that of the Received Text of Luther’s
Bible and the 1611 Holy Bible against Jerome’s Vulgate.

The Gothic Bible of Bishop Ulfilas 350 A.D. i.e. considerably before Jerome’s Vulgate re-
peatedly follows the Received Text of the 1611 Holy Bible against Jerome’s Vulgate.

The Old Latin manuscripts are fragmentary but were continuously being copied out in oppo-
sition to Jerome’s Vulgate between 330 A.D. i.e. before Jerome’s Vulgate and 1250 A.D.
That is, it took Rome 900 years to replace the Old Latin text forcibly with Jerome’s Vulgate.

The real Latin Vulgate was the Itala Bible the text of which dates from 157 A.D i.e. it pre-
ceded Origen and Vaticanus from which Jerome concocted his Vulgate. It originated in
northern Italy and was the Bible of the anti-Catholic VVaudois, Waldenses, Alibgenses and
other Bible-believing groups. It was not Jerome’s Vulgate. The Bibles of the early Celts,
Franks and Gauls contradicted Jerome’s Vulgate. See Biblical Scholarship pp 133, 506-508
and archive.org/details/oldlatinanditalaO0Oburkuoft The Old Latin and the Itala.

Jerome’s Latin Vulgate was an official Catholic revision aimed at obliterating the distinctive
Old Latin and Old Syriac Peshitta readings that pre-dated Jerome and agree with the AV1611
Text by replacing them with Origen’s depraved Alexandrian text from Egypt.

Among the Old Latin readings that Rome sought to replace via Jerome with Origen’s de-
praved Alexandrian text from Egypt were citations from the 2" century, Irenaeus, 2"-3™ cen-
turies, Hippolytus, 3 century, Cyprian, 3 century, Tertullian, all long before Vaticanus B
and Sinaiticus Aleph and much closer to the original writings than Jerome. See for example
Appendix 2 - The ‘Whitewash’ Conspiracy — re: The King James Only Controversy by
James White, Extract on White’s 7 ‘KJB Errors’ with respect to 1 John 5:7.

Rome’s and Jerome’s invented excuse for an official Catholic revision of the Old Latin text
was supposed conflicting Latin translations. The real reason was to help set up a religious-
politico dictatorship under the pope, who with his councils and armies could impose his offi-
cial Catholic Vulgate as necessary.

The real reason for the existence of conflicting Latin translations as is apparent in the surviv-
ing Old Latin manuscripts was therefore the alterations that Jerome and before him Origen
made to such forbears of those manuscripts that they could get their hands on.

Jerome’s Vulgate New Testament mainly follows Vaticanus B and Sinaiticus Aleph against
the Old Latin, Old Syriac Peshitta and AV1611 texts but retains part of those texts.

That is why the Douay-Rheims Version that derives from Jerome’s Vulgate shows less depar-
ture from the AV1611 Text than the RV and NIV in the comparison of 252 passages of scrip-
ture totalling 262 verse, 38% versus 74% and 97% respectively. See What is the Bible? —
AV1611 Overview pp 54-55 www.timefortruth.co.uk/why-av-only/.

As an example of Jerome’s deliberate corruption of Biblical texts, the Vaudois scholar
Helvidius condemned Jerome’s wilful alteration of Luke 2:33 from “Joseph” to “